6560- 50- P
ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY
40 CFR Part 63
[ OAR- 2002- 0017; FRL- 7236- 6]
RI N 2060- AE85

Nat i onal Em ssion Standards for Hazardous Air Poll utants:
Mercury Em ssions from Mercury Cell Chlor-Alkali Plants

AGENCY: Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA).
ACTION:  Final rule.
SUMMARY: This action pronul gates national em ssion

st andards for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP),
specifically mercury em ssions, frommercury cell chlor-
al kali plants. The final rule will limt nmercury air
em ssions fromthese plants. The final rule wl

i npl ement section 112(d) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) which
requires all categories and subcategories of nmajor
sources and area sources |isted under section 112(c) to
meet hazardous air pollutant em ssion standards
reflecting the application of the maxi num achi evabl e
control technology (MACT). Mercury cell chlor-alkal

pl ants are a subcategory of the chlorine production
source category listed under the authority of section
112(c) (1) of the CAA. The chlorine production source

category was also identified as a source of nercury under
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section 112(c)(6) that nust be subjected to standards.
In addition, mercury cell chlor-alkali plants were |listed
as an area source category under section 112(c)(3) and
(k) (3)(B) of the CAA. The final rule, which wll
satisfy our requirenent to issue 112(d) regul ati ons under
each of these listings (for mercury), will reduce mercury
em ssions by about 3,068 kil ograms per year fromthe
| evel s all owed by the existing Mercury NESHAP.

Mercury is a neurotoxicant that accunul ates,
primarily in the especially potent form of methylmercury,
in aquatic food chains. The highest |evels are reached
in predator fish species. Mercury emtted to the air
fromvarious types of sources (usually in the el enental
or inorganic forms) transports through the atnosphere and
eventual |y deposits onto | and or water bodies. \When
mercury is deposited to surface waters, natural processes
(bacterial) can transform some of the nercury into
met hyl mercury that accunulates in fish. |Ingestion is the
primary exposure route of interest for nethyl nercury.

The health effect of greatest concern due to
met hyl mercury is neurotoxicity, particularly with respect
to fetuses and young chil dren.

In addition, in this final action, we are utilizing
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our authority under section 112(d)(4) of the CAA not to
regul ati on chlorine and hydrochloric acid (HCl) em ssions
fromthe nercury cell chlor-alkali plant subcategory.
EFFECTI VE DATE: [I| NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI S FI NAL
RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER].
ADDRESSES: Docket. W have established an official
public docket for this action under Docket I D No. OAR-
2002- 0017, A-2000-32, A-2002-09, and OAR-2002-0016
avai l able for public viewing at the Ofice of Air and
Radi ati on Docket and Information Center (Air Docket) in
t he EPA Docket Center, (EPA/DC) EPA West, Room B102, 1301
Constitution Avenue, NW Washi ngton, DC.
FOR FURTHER | NFORMATI ON CONTACT: For information
concerning applicability and rul e determ nati ons, contact
your State or |ocal regulatory agency representative or
t he appropriate EPA Regional O fice representative. For
i nformati on concerning anal yses perfornmed in devel opi ng
the final rule, contact M. Iliam Rosario, Metals G oup,
Em ssion Standards Division (C504-04), U.S. EPA Research
Triangl e Park, North Carolina, 27711; tel ephone nunber
(919) 541-5308; fax nunmber (919) 541-5600; electronic

mai | address: rosario.iliam@pa.qov.

SUPPLEMENTARY | NFORMATI ON:
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Docket. The official public docket consists of the
docunments specifically referenced in this action, any
public coments received, and other information rel ated
to this action. Although a part of the official docket,
t he public docket does not include Confidential Business
| nformation or other information whose disclosure is
restricted by statute. The official public docket is the
collection of materials that is available for public
view ng. The EPA Docket Center Public Reading Roomis
open from8:30 a.m to 4:30 p.m, Mnday through Friday,
excluding | egal holidays. The tel ephone nunber for the
Readi ng Roomis (202) 566-1744, and the tel ephone nunber
for the Air Docket is (202) 566-1742.

El ectroni c Docket Access. You may access the final rule

el ectronically through the EPA Internet under the ?Federal

Regi ster” listings at http://ww.epa. gov/fedrgstr/.

An el ectronic version of the public docket is
avai |l abl e through EPA s el ectronic public docket and

comment system EPA Dockets. You may use EPA Dockets at

http://ww. epa. gov/ edocket/ to view public comments,
access the index listing of the contents of the official
public docket, and to access those docunents in the

public docket that are avail able electronically.
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Al t hough not all docket materials may be avail abl e
el ectronically, you may still access any of the publicly
avai | abl e docket materials through the docket facility in
t he above paragraph entitled "Docket.” Once in the
system select "search," then key in the appropriate
docket identification nunber.

Judi cial Review. Under CAA section 307(b), judicial

review of the final NESHAP is available only by filing a
petition for reviewin the U S. Court of Appeals for the
District of Colunbia Circuit on or before [INSERT DATE 60
DAYS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER]. Only those objections to the NESHAP

whi ch were raised with reasonable specificity during the
period for public comment may be raised during judicial
review. Under section 307(b)(2)of the CAA, the

requi renents established by today’s final action may not
be chal |l enged separately in any civil or crim nal
proceeding we bring to enforce these requirenents.

Requl ated Entities. Categories and entities potentially

regul ated by this action include:

Category SIC? NAI CS* Regul ated Entities




| ndustry 2812 325181 Al kalies and Chlorine
Manuf acturi ng

a Standard Industrial Classification
b North Anmerican Information Classification System

This list is not intended to be exhaustive, but
rat her provides a guide for readers regarding entities
likely to be regulated by this action. To determ ne
whet her your facility is regulated by this action, you
shoul d exam ne the applicability criteria in 863.8182 of
the final rule. |f you have questions regarding the
applicability of this action to a particular entity,
consult your State or |ocal agency (or EPA Regi onal
Office) described in the preceding FOR FURTHER
| NFORMATI ON CONTACT secti on.

Worl dwi de Web (WAA . In addition to being available in

t he docket, an electronic copy of the final rule wl

al so be avail able on the WAVt hrough the Technol ogy
Transfer Network (TTN). Follow ng signature, a copy of
the final rule will be posted on the TTN s policy and
gui dance page for newly proposed or pronul gated rules

http://ww. epa. gov/ttn/oarpg.

Qutline. The information in this preanble is organized
as follows:

. Introduction and Background
A. What is the source of authority for devel opnent of



NESHAP?
B. What is the source category?
C. MVWhat criteria are used in the devel opnment of NESHAP?
D. What actions were proposed for this source category?
E. How did the public participate in devel oping the
rul emaki ng?
F. What is a mercury cell chlor-alkali plant?
G. How does this action relate to the 40 CFR part 61
Mer cury NESHAP?
1. Summary of Changes Since Proposal
Summary of the Final Rule
VWhat is the source category?
What are the affected sources and em ssion points to
e regqgul ated?
What are the em ssions limtations?
VWhat are the work practice standards?
What are the operation and mai ntenance requirenments?
What are the general conpliance requirenents?
What are the initial conpliance requirenments?
VWhat are the continuous conpliance requirenents?
How are initial and continuous conpliance with the
mork practice standards to be denonstrated?
J. What are the notification and reporting requirenments?
K. What are the recordkeepi ng requirenents?
V. Summary of Major Comments and Responses
A.  What issues were raised regarding the sources that
are subject to the rule as proposed?
B. What issues were raised regarding the HAP addressed
by the rule as proposed?
C. Vhat issues were raised regarding the conpliance
dat e?
D. What issues were raised regarding the enission
[imtations?
E. What issues were raised regarding the work practices?
F. What issues were raised regarding the nonitoring and
conti nuous conpliance requirenents?
V. What are the environnmental, cost, and econom c
i npacts of the final rule?
A. What are the air em ssion inpacts?
B. \What are the non-air health, environnental, and
ener gy inpacts?
C. Vhat are the cost and econom c inpacts?
VI. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews
A. Executive Order 12866 - Regul atory Pl anni ng and
Revi ew
B. Paperwork Reduction Act

g®> !
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Regul atory Flexibility Act

Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995

Executive Order 13132 - Federalism

. Executive Order 13175 - Consultation and Coordi nation
with Indian Tribal Governnents

G Executive Order 13045 -Protection of Children from
Envi ronmental Health Ri sks and Safety Ri sks

H.  Executive Order 13211 - Actions Concerning

Regul ations That Significantly Affect Energy Supply,

Di stribution, or Use

. National Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenment Act of
1995

J. Congressional Review Act

nmoo

. Introduction and Background

A. VWiat is the source of authority for devel opnent of

NESHAP?

Section 112 of the CAA contains our authorities for
reduci ng em ssions of hazardous air pollutants (HAP).
Section 112(c)(1) of the CAA requires us to |ist
cat egori es and subcategories of major sources and area
sources of HAP and to establish NESHAP for the |isted
source categories and subcategories. Section 112(c)(6)
requires us to list source categories and subcategories
assuring that sources accounting for not |ess than
90 percent of the aggregate em ssions of each of seven
specific pollutants (including mercury) are subject to
st andards under section 112(d) of the CAA. Finally,
section 112(c)(3) and (k)(3)(B) require that we |ist

source categories to ensure that area sources
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representing 90 percent of the area source em ssions of
the 30 urban HAP are subject to regul ati on under section
112(d).

B. What is the source cateqgory?

The chl orine production source category was
initially listed as a category of major sources of HAP
pursuant to section 112(c)(1) of the CAA on July 16, 1992
(57 FR 31576). At the tinme of the initial listing, we
defined the chlorine production source category as
fol |l ows:

The Chl orine Production Source Category includes

any facility engaged in the production of

chlorine. The category includes, but is not

limted to, facilities producing chlorine by the

foll ow ng producti on nmet hods: di aphragm cel |,

mercury cell, menbrane cell, hybrid fuel cell

Downs cell, potash manufacture, hydrochloric

acid deconposition, nitrosyl chloride process,

nitric acid/salt process, Kel-Chlor process, and

sodi um chl oride/sul furic acid process.

I n our subsequent analysis of the chlorine
producti on source category, we did not identify any
facilities that produce chlorine using hybrid fuel cells,
the nitrosyl chloride process, the Kel-Chlor process, the
sodi um chl oride/sul furic acid process, or as a by-product
from potash manufacturing. The majority of the source

category is made up of chlor-alkali plants that produce

chl orine and caustic (sodi um hydroxi de) using nercury
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cells, diaphragmcells, or nenbrane cells. W also
identified operating plants that produce chlorine as a
by-product: one fromthe production of sodiumnetal in
Down cells, another fromthe production of potassium
nitrate fertilizer that uses the nitric acid/salt
process, and a third that produces chlorine as a by-
product from primary nmagnesi um refining (nmagnesi um
refining is a separately |isted source category and w ||
be addressed on its own in a separate rulemking). In
addition, at a site where a nmenbrane cell process is
| ocated, we have also identified a process that produces
chl orine through the deconposition of HCl. Qur analysis
shows that the only HAP emtted from sources within this
chl orine production source category are chlorine, HCO,
and mercury; and nmercury is only emtted fromnercury
cell chlor-alkali plants.

In addition to the listing pursuant to section
112(c)(1), chlor-al kali production was anong the
categories of sources identified pursuant to section
112(c)(6) to achieve the 90 percent goal for mercury.
While this category was titled “chlor-al kali production,”
the only sources of nercury em ssions are nercury cel

chl or-al kali plants. However, the nmercury cell chlor-
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al kali subcategory was not officially “listed” under
section 112(c)(6) because the chlorine production source
category was already |isted under section 112(c)(1), and
sources of mercury em ssions at nmercury cell chlor-al kal
pl ants woul d be subject to section 112(d)(2) standards
via that chlorine production source category |listing.

Finally, on July 19, 1999 (64 FR 38706), we listed
Mercury Cell Chlor-Alkali Plants as an area source
category. In this listing, Mercury Cell Chlor-Alkal
Plants were identified as one of the area source
categories that contribute at | east 15 percent of the
total area source mercury em ssions.

Because of the differences in the producti on nmethods
and the HAP emtted, we decided to divide the chlorine
production category into two subcategories: (1) mercury
cell chlor-alkali plants, and (2) chlorine production
plants that do not rely upon nmercury cells for chlorine
producti on (di aphragmcell chlor-alkali plants, nmenbrane
cell chlor-alkali plants, etc). Thus, on July 3, 2002,
we i ssued separate proposals to address the em ssions of
mercury fromthe mercury cell chlor-alkali plant
subcat egory sources (67 FR 44672) and the em ssions of

chlorine and HCl from both non-mercury cell chlorine
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producti on subcategory sources and nmercury chl or-al kal
pl ant subcat egory sources (67 FR 44713).

C. VWhat criteria are used in the devel opnent of NESHAP?

Section 112(d)(2) of the CAA specifies that NESHAP
for new and exi sting sources nust reflect the nmaxi num
degree of reduction in HAP em ssions that is achievabl e,
taking into consideration the cost of achieving the
em ssions reductions, any non-air quality health and
environnental benefits, and energy requirenents. This
| evel of control is commonly referred to as MACT

Section 112(d)(3) defines the m nimum | evel of
control or floor allowed for NESHAP. In essence, the
MACT fl oor ensures that the standards are set at a |evel
that assures that all affected sources achieve the |evel
of control at |east as stringent as that already achieved
by the better-controlled and | ower-emtting sources in
each source category or subcategory. For new sources,
the MACT fl oor cannot be | ess stringent than the em ssion
control that is achieved in practice by the best-
controlled simlar source. The MACT standards for
exi sting sources cannot be |less stringent than the
average em ssion limtation achieved by the best-

perform ng 12 percent of existing sources in the category
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or subcategory (or the best-performng five sources for
cat egories or subcategories with fewer than 30 sources).

I n devel opi ng MACT, we al so consi der control options
that are nore stringent than the floor. W may establish
standards nore stringent than the floor based on the
consi deration of cost of achieving the em ssions
reducti ons, any non-air quality health and environnent al
i npacts, and energy i npacts.

The CAA includes exceptions to the general statutory
requi renment to establish em ssion standards based on
MACT. For pollutants for which a threshold has been
establi shed, section 112(d)(4) allows us “to consider
such threshold level, with an anple margin of safety,

when establishing em ssions standards

D. What actions were proposed for this source category?

As di scussed above, we divided the chlorine
producti on source category into nmercury cell chlor-alkal
pl ants, and chlorine production plants that do not rely
upon nercury cells for chlorine production (non-mercury
cell chlorine production). On July 3, 2002, we proposed
one action to address nmercury em ssions fromthe nercury
cell chlor-alkali plant subcategory, and a separate

action to address chlorine and HCl enm ssions from both
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subcat egori es.

For mercury em ssions fromnercury cell chlor-al kal
pl ant subcategory sources, we issued a proposed rule
based on MACT (67 FR 44672). Comments were received on
t he proposed rule and today’s action issues the final
rule for the nmercury emi ssions fromthe nercury cell
chl or-al kali plant subcategory.

We al so proposed not to regulate chlorine and HC
em ssions fromboth the nmercury cell chlor-alkali plant
and non-nercury cell chlorine production subcategories
under our authority in section 112(d)(4) of the CAA (67
FR 44713). We based this decision on our determ nation
that no further control is necessary because chlorine and
HCl are “health threshold pollutants,” and chlorine and
HCl levels emtted fromchlorine production processes are
bel ow their threshold values within an anple margin of
safety. The basis for the determ nation was a series of
site-specific risk assessnents for every chlorine
production facility in the United States that was | ocated
at a major source plant site. |In addition, we concl uded,
using a qualitative evaluation, that chlorine and HC
em ssions fromthese chlorine production facilities did

not result in adverse environnental effects. Background
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for this action is contained in Docket OAR-2002-0016 or
Docket A-2002-09. Public coments on the proposed action
were received, and we are finalizing actions addressing

chlorine and HCl em ssions in today’s Federal Register.

In today’s final action, we are utilizing our authority
under section 112(d)(4) not to regulate chlorine and HCl
em ssions fromthe nmercury cell chlor-alkali plant
subcategory. Final action addressing the em ssions of
chlorine and HCl fromthe non-nercury cell chlorine
producti on subcategory is contained el sewhere in today’s

Federal Reqgi ster.

E. How did the public participate in devel oping the

rul emaki ng?

Prior to proposal, we net with industry
representatives and State regulatory authorities several
times to discuss the data and information used to devel op
t he proposed standards. |In addition, these and ot her
potential stakehol ders, including equi pnent vendors and
environnental groups, had opportunity to comment on the
proposed st andards.

The proposed rule was published in the Federal
Regi ster on July 3, 2002 (67 FR 44672). The preanble to

t he proposed rul e discussed the availability of technical
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support docunents, which described in detail the
i nformati on gathered during the standards devel opnent
process. Public coments were solicited at proposal

We received nine public comment |letters on the
proposed rule (two of which were received well after the
cl ose of the coment period). The comenters represent
the followng affiliations: mercury cell chlor-alkal
conpani es, industrial trade associations,
envi ronnent al / conservati on organi zati ons, and a wonen’s
advocacy organi zation. In the post-proposal period, we
tal ked with commenters and ot her stakeholders to clarify
comments and to assist in our analysis of the comments.
Records of these contacts are found in Docket OAR-2002-
0017 or Docket A-2000-32. All of the comments have been
carefully considered, and, where appropriate, the final
rule has been witten to so reflect.

The proposed action not to regulate chlorine and HC

em ssions was published in the Federal Register on July

3, 2002 (67 FR 44713). The preanble to the proposed
action discussed the availability of technical support
docunents, which described in detail the information
gat hered during the standards devel opnment process.

Public comments were solicited at proposal.
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We received eight public comment letters on the
proposed action. The comenters represent the foll ow ng
affiliations: industry representatives, governnental
entities, and environnmental groups. |In the post-proposal
period, we talked with commenters and ot her stakehol ders
to clarify comments and to assist in our analysis of the
coments. Records of these contacts are found in Docket
OAR- 2002- 0016 or Docket A-2002-09. All of the comments
have been carefully consi dered.

F. What is a nercury cell chlor-alkali plant?

Today’ s NESHAP apply to nmercury em ssions from
mercury cell chlor-alkali plants. Mercury cells are
consi derably | arger than other types of chlor-alkali
cells. A nmercury cell plant typically has scores of
i ndi vidual cells (around 60 feet long and 9 feet w de)
housed in one or nore cell buildings. Mercury cells are
el ectrically connected together in series with circuits
of 30 or nore cells.

In the nmercury cell process, each cell actually
i nvol ves two distinct operations. The electrolytic cell
produces chlorine gas, and a separate deconposer produces
hydrogen gas and caustic solution. There is one

deconposer associated with each cell, located directly
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underneath the cell. The cell and the deconposer are
linked at the two ends by an inlet end box and an outl et
end box.

A streamof liquid mercury flows in a continuous
| oop between the electrolytic cell and the deconposer.
The nmercury enters the cell at the inlet end box and
flows down a slight grade to the outlet end box. At the
outl et end box, the mercury flows out of the cell and
falls down to the deconposer. After being processed in
t he deconposer, the nercury is punped back up to the
inlet end box of the electrolytic cell.

Saturated salt brine (using either sodium chloride
or potassiumchloride) is fed to the electrolytic cell at
the inlet end box and flows toward the outlet end box on
top of the nmercury stream The brine and nmercury fl ow
under a dinmensionally stable netal anode made of a
titanium substrate with a netal catalyst. The nercury
forms the cathode of the cell.

An electric current is applied between the anode and
the nmercury cathode. The electric current causes a
reacti on producing chlorine gas at the anode and a
mer cury: sodi um (HgNa) or nercury: potassi um (HgK) anmal gam

at the cat hode.
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Chlorine is collected at the top of the cell. The

amal gam ultimately exits at the outlet end box, falling

into the deconposer. Depleted brine also exits the cell
at the outlet end box. This brine is generally piped to
a tank for resaturation and reuse.

The deconposer is a packed bed reactor where the
mercury amalgamis contacted with deionized water in the
presence of a catalyst. The amalgamreacts with the
wat er, regenerating el emental mercury and producing
caustic (NaOH or KOH) and hydrogen. The caustic and
mercury are separated in a trap at the end of the
deconmposer. The caustic and hydrogen are transferred to
auxiliary processes for purification, and the nercury is
recycled back to the cell.

Chlorine is collected fromthe tops of the nercury
cells by a common header system which runs through the
cell building. Hydrogen is collected fromthe amal gam
deconmposers in a conmmon header system The hydrogen
stream contains a small anmount of nercury vapor fromthe
liquid mercury processed in the deconposer. To renove
t he mercury vapor, the hydrogen streamis typically
cool ed, passed through a m st elimnator, and usually

sent to a finishing device such as a carbon adsorber.
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The hydrogen may then be di scharged to the atnosphere,
used on-site, or sold for use off-site.

In a mercury cell process, a 50 percent caustic
solution is obtained directly fromthe amal gam
deconposers. Thus, the nmercury cell caustic requires
little further processing to yield a commercial product.

Cont am nated nercury and nercury-contai ni ng wastes
are generated froma nunber of sources at a mercury cell
plant. These include the hydrogen treatnent operation,
the brine and caustic treatnment operations, and nercury
| eaks or spills. Many plants recover nmercury fromthese
wastes on-site in a nercury retort, or nmercury thernmal
recovery unit.

Mercury is emtted fromtwo point sources associ ated
with the production of chlorine--the end box ventilation
system and by-product hydrogen system Mercury is also
emtted fromnmercury thermal recovery units, which is
al so a point source. In addition, there are nercury
fugitive em ssions fromthe cell roons and fromthe waste
recovery areas.

In addition to nercury, chlorine and HCl are emtted
frommercury cell plants. Chlorine can be emtted from

the tail gas streamfromthe final liquefier, the cel
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room and equipnment in chlorine service. Hydrochloric
acid is used to pretreat feed brine prior to entering a
chlor-alkali cell, and at other |ocations throughout the
process to adjust pH It can also be emtted from
storage tanks and equi pnent in HCl service.

G. How does this action relate to the 40 CFR part 61

Mer cury NESHAP?

We pronmul gated the National Em ssion Standard for
Mercury on April 6, 1973 (40 CFR part 61, subpart E).?
Those standards (hereafter referred to as the Mercury
NESHAP) |limt mercury em ssions frommercury cell chlor-
al kali plants as well as nercury ore processing
facilities and sludge incineration and drying plants.
Specifically, the Mercury NESHAP |imt mercury em ssions
frommercury cell chlor-alkali plants to 2.3 kil ogram
(kg) (5.1 pound (Ib)) of mercury per 24-hour period and
requires that nmercury em ssions be neasured (in a one-
time test) from hydrogen streans, end box ventilation

systens, and the cell roomventilation system As an

! This regulatory programwas originally set forth at 38
FR 8826, April 6, 1973; and anmended at 40 FR 48302,

Oct ober 14, 1975; 47 FR 24704, June 8, 1982; 49 FR 35770,
Septenber 12, 1984; 50 FR 46294, Novenber 7, 1985; 52 FR
8726, March 19, 1987; and 53 FR 36972, Septenber 23,
1988.
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alternative to neasuring ventilation em ssions fromthe
cell roomto denonstrate conpliance, the Mercury NESHAP
al l ow an owner or operator to assune a cell room
ventilation em ssion value of 1.3 kg (2.9 I b) per day of
mercury providing the owner/operator adheres to a suite
of approved design, mintenance and housekeepi ng
practices. Every nmercury cell chlor-alkali plant
currently in operation in the United States conplies with
the cell roomventilation provisions by carrying out

t hese practices rather than by neasuring nmercury

em ssions discharged fromthe cell room Since every

pl ant uses the 1.3 kg per day assuned value for its cell
roomventilation em ssions, subtracting the 1.3 kg per
day cell roomvalue fromthe 2.3 kg per 24-hour period
pl antw de standard effectively creates an emssion |limt
for the conmbi ned em ssions from hydrogen streans and end
box ventilation systens of 1.0 kg per day (1,000 grans
per day).

The requirenents in today’'s final standards are nore
stringent than the requirenents in the Mercury NESHAP.
Using the 1,000 grans per day value as the baseline, we
estimate that nmercury em ssions will be reduced to |ess

than 60 grans per day (on average) by the final rule.
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This represents about 94 percent reduction fromthe
Mercury NESHAP baseline for vents. 1In addition, the work
practice standards in today’'s final rule represent the
nost explicit conpilation of practices currently enployed
by the industry, along with detail ed recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenents. \Wile we cannot quantify the
mercury em ssions reductions that would be achi eved by
the final work practice standards, we are confident that
their inplenmentation would result in additional
reductions in nmercury em ssions beyond that currently
achi eved by the existing Mercury NESHAP.

Every aspect of the Mercury NESHAP that applies to
mercury cell chlor-alkali plants is addressed in today’s
final rule (40 CFR part 63, subpart I1IIl11). 1In fact, as
di scussed above, the requirenments are nore stringent than
the respective requirenents in the Mercury NESHAP
Consequently, when nmercury cell chlor-alkali plants are
required to conply with the final rule, the requirenents
of the Mercury NESHAP that apply to themw ||l no |onger
be rel evant or applicable. Therefore, upon the
conpliance date as indicated in 863.8186 of the final
rule, nmercury cell chlor-alkali plants will no |Ionger

have any obligation to conmply with the Mercury NESHAP,
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nor will they be allowed to conply with the Mercury
NESHAP i nstead of the applicable provisions in 40 CFR
part 63, subpart II1l111. Specifically, affected sources
subject to the final rule would no | onger be subject to
8861.52(a), 61.53(b) and (c), and 61.55(b), (c) and (d)
of 40 CFR part 61, subpart E, after the conpliance date,
which is [I NSERT DATE 3 YEARS AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON
OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER].
1. Sunmary of Changes Since Proposal

The proposed rule contained a conpliance date 2
years fromthe date that the final rule would appear in

t he Federal Register. 1In the final rule, the conpliance

dat e has been changed to 3 years from [I NSERT DATE THREE
YEARS FROM THE DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THIS FINAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER]. However, unlike the proposed
rul e, which would have required that performance tests be
conducted within 180 days after the conpliance date, the
final rule requires that all performance tests be
conducted on or before the conpliance date.

For mercury cell chlor-alkali production facilities
af fected sources, the proposed rule included a single
em ssion limtation that covered all nmercury em ssions

fromthe two point sources associated with chlorine
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production in nmercury cells: the by-product hydrogen
stream and the end box ventilation systemvent. The
format of this limtation was total grams of nercury per
Megagram of chlorine production (g Hg/My Cl,). For the
initial conpliance determ nation, the aggregate mercury
em ssions fromall hydrogen by-product streans and al
end box ventilation systemvents were divided by the
chl orine production for the sane period and conpared wth
the applicable em ssion Iimtation. Continuous
conpliance woul d have then been denonstrated by
continuously nmonitoring the nmercury concentration in each
stream and conparing the daily average mercury
concentration against a | evel determ ned during the
initial conpliance test. Commenters objected to this
daily averaging period for conpliance purposes when the
em ssion limtations were based on annual average
em ssions and chlorine production. |In response to these
comments, we have witten the averaging tinme for
conti nuous conpliance as a 52-week period. Further, as
di scussed nore bel ow, rather than establishing surrogate
mercury concentration operating limts for each vent,
continuous conpliance is determ ned by a direct

conparison of the em ssions per unit of chlorine
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production (g Hg/My Cl,) for each 52-week conpliance
period and the em ssion |imtation. This is a rolling
average conpliance period that is determ ned each week.
That means a conpliance determ nation is required each
week for the previous 52-week period.

In addition to the averaging tinme for the by-product
hydrogen/ end box ventilation systemvent, we changed the
value of the em ssion limtation for plants with end box
ventilation systens fromthe proposed |imt of 0.067 g
Hg/ My Cl, to 0.076 g Hg/ My Cl ,. The proposed |imt of
0.033 g Hg/ Mg Cl, for plants w thout end box ventil ation
systens is retained in the final rule.

In the final rule, we have witten the nethod for
det erm ni ng continuous conpliance for the point sources
of em ssions in both types of affected sources covered by
the rule (by-product hydrogen streanms and end box
ventil ation systemvents at nmercury cell chl or-al kal
production facilities and nmercury thermal recovery unit
vents at nmercury recovery facilities). |In the proposed
rul e, performance tests would have been required to
determne initial conpliance with the applicable em ssion
limtation. The proposed rule also would have required

that the nercury concentration of each vent be nonitored
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during these performance tests, and that a nmercury
concentration operating limt be established for each
vent based on the nonitoring results obtained during the
test. Conpliance with the em ssion |[imtation would have
t hen been determ ned by conparing the results of the
continuous nonitoring of mercury concentration agai nst
the established operating limts. There were several
comments received on this approach.

In response to these coments, continuous conpliance
in the final rule is determned via a direct conparison
of em ssions to the em ssion l[imtation rather than using
mercury concentration operating limts as a surrogate.

For by-product hydrogen streans and end box ventilation
system vents, the aggregate mercury em ssions will be
determ ned, divided by the correspondi ng chlorine
producti on, and conpared with the em ssion limtation for
each 52-week compliance period (as di scussed above). For
mercury thermal recovery unit vents, the measured nercury
concentration will be directly conpared agai nst the

em ssion limtations (which are in units of mlligrans of
mercury per dry standard cubic nmeter, or ng/dscm. Al so,
the final rule contains two options for measuring the

mercury em ssions for continuous conpliance: continuous
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mercury em ssion nonitoring systens, and periodic
sanpling using EPA reference nethods or approved
alternative methods.

The proposed work practice provisions included a
cell room nmonitoring program which would have required
that the nercury concentration be nonitored in the cel
room and corrective action taken when a plant-specific
action | evel was exceeded. The final rule retains the
cell roomnonitoring program but it is as an alternative
to the work practices. The optional cell room nonitoring
provisions in the final rule are nore detail ed and
prescriptive than the requirenents in the proposed rule,
and the final rule requires the preparation and subm ttal
of site-specific cell roomnonitoring plans. Since the
cell room nonitoring programwas made optional, the final
rule requires (if optional cell roomnonitoring is not
chosen) the owner or operator to institute a floor-1evel
mercury vapor neasurenment program This programis
designed to limt the amount of nmercury vapor in the cel
room envi ronnent through periodi c neasurement of nmercury
vapor | evels.

The final rule also requires that the owner of each

mercury cell chlor-alkali plant report the mass of virgin
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mercury added to the cells. Initial conpliance with
this requirenment is denonstrated by reporting the mass of
mercury added to cells for the 5 years preceding the
conpliance date. This is a requirenent requested by
coment ers.
I11. Summary of the Final Rule

A. VWhat is the source cateqory?

The chlorine production source category contains the
mercury cell chlor-al kali plant subcategory and includes
all plants engaged in the manufacture of chlorine and
caustic in nmercury cells. Oher non-nmercury cel
chl orine production plants used to produce chlorine and
caustic, such as diaphragm cell and nmenbrane cell
t echnol ogi es, are not covered by the final rule.

B. What are the affected sources and eni Sssion points to

be requl ated?

The final rule defines two affected sources:
mercury cell chlor-alkali production facilities, and
mercury recovery facilities. The fornmer includes al
cell roons and ancillary operations used in the
manuf acture of chlorine, caustic, and by-product hydrogen
at a plant site. The latter includes all processes and

associ ated operations needed for mercury recovery from
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wast es.

Em ssi on points addressed within nercury cell chlor-
al kali production facilities include each nmercury cel
by- product hydrogen stream each nmercury cell end box
ventil ation system vent, and fugitive em ssion sources
t hroughout each cell room and various areas. Eni ssion
poi nts addressed within nercury recovery facilities
i nclude each nmercury thermal recovery unit vent and
fugitive em ssion sources associated with storage areas
for mercury-containing wastes.

C. VWhat are the em ssion limtations?

For new or reconstructed nmercury cell chlor-al kal
production facilities, the final rule prohibits mercury
em ssi ons.

For existing nmercury cell chlor-alkali production
facilities with end box ventilation systens, the final
rule requires that aggregate nmercury em ssions from al
by- product hydrogen streanms and end box ventil ation
system vents not exceed 0.076 g Hg/ My Cl, for any
consecutive 52-week period. For existing mercury cel
chl or-al kali production facilities w thout end box
ventilation systenms, the final rule requires that mercury

em ssions fromall by-product hydrogen streans not exceed
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0.033 g Hg/ Mg Cl , for any consecutive 52-week peri od.

For new, reconstructed, or existing nmercury recovery
facilities with oven type nercury thermal recovery units,
the final rule requires that total nmercury em ssions not
exceed 23 ng/dscm from each oven type unit vent. For
new, reconstructed, or existing mercury recovery
facilities with non-oven type nercury thermal recovery
units, the limt in the final rule is 4 ng/dscm

D. What are the work practice standards?

The final rule contains a set of work practice
standards to address and mtigate fugitive nercury
rel eases at nercury cell chlor-alkali plants. These
provi sions include specific equi pnment standards such as
the requirenment that end boxes either be closed (that is,
equi pped with fixed covers), or that end box headspaces
be routed to a ventilation system O her exanples
include requirenents that piping in liquid nercury
service have snooth interiors, that cell roomfloors be
free of cracks and spalling (i.e., fragnmentation by
chi pping) and coated with a material that resists mercury
absorption, and that containers used to store liquid
mercury have tight-fitting lids. The work practice

standards al so include operational requirenents.
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Exanpl es of these include requirenents to all ow
el ectrolyzers and deconposers to cool before opening, to
keep liquid nmercury in end boxes and nercury punps
covered by an aqueous liquid at a tenperature belowits
boiling point at all tines, to maintain end box access
port stoppers in good sealing condition, and to rinse al
parts renoved fromthe deconposer for nmmintenance prior
to transport to another work area.

A cornerstone of the work practice standards is the
i nspection program for equi pnent problens, |eaking
equi pnent, liquid nmercury accunul ations and spills, and
cracks or spalling in floors and pillars and beans.
Specifically, the final rule requires that visual
i nspections be conducted twi ce each day to detect
equi pnent probl enms, such as end box access port stoppers
not securely in place, liquid nmercury in open containers
not covered by an aqueous |liquid, or |eaking vent hoses.
If a problemis found during an inspection, the owner or
operator will need to take i nmedi ate action to correct
the problem Monthly inspections for cracking or
spalling in cell roomfloors are also required as well as
sem annual inspections for cracks and spalling on pillars

and beans. Any cracks or spalling found will need to be
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corrected within 1 nonth.

Vi sual inspections for liquid mercury spills or

accurmul ations are also required twice per day. |If a
liquid mercury spill or accunulation is identified during
an inspection, the owner or operator will need to

initiate cleanup of the liquid mercury within 1 hour of
its detection. Acceptable cleanup nethods include wet
vacuum cl eaning or a suitable alternative nmethod approved
upon petition.

In addition to cleanup, the final rule requires that
an inspection of equipnment in the area of the spill or
accumul ation be conducted to identify the source of the
liquid mercury. If the source is found, the owner or
operator is required to repair the | eaking equipnment as
di scussed below. |If the source is not found, the owner
or operator will be required to reinspect the area every
6 hours until the source is identified or until no
additional liquid nercury is found at that |ocation.

| nspections of specific equipnment for liquid mercury
| eaks are required once per day. |If |eaking equipnent is
identified, the final rule requires that any dripping
mercury be contained and covered by an aqueous |iquid,

and that a first attenpt to repair |eaking equi pnent be
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made within 1 hour of the tinme it is identified. The
final rule requires that |eaking equipment be repaired
within 4 hours of the tinme it is identified, although
there are provisions for delaying repair of |eaking
equi pnrent for up to 48 hours.

| nspections for hydrogen gas | eaks are required
twi ce per day. For a hydrogen | eak at any |l ocation
upstream of a hydrogen header, a first attenpt at repair
is required within 1 hour of detection of the |eaking
equi pnment, and the | eaking equipnment is required to be
repaired within 4 hours (with provisions for delay of
repair if the |eaking equipnment is isolated). For a
hydrogen | eak downstream of the hydrogen header but
upstream of the final control device, a first attenpt at
repair is required within 4 hours, and conplete repair
required within 24 hours (with delay provisions if the
header is isol ated).

The work practice standards in the final rule
require you to institute a floor-Ilevel nercury vapor
measur enent program Under this program nmercury vapor
| evel s are periodically neasured and conpared to an
action level of 0.05 ng/nf. The final rule specifies the

actions to be taken when the action |level is exceeded.
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If the action |evel is exceeded during any floor-1|evel
mercury vapor neasurenment eval uation, you are required to
take specific actions to identify and correct the

pr obl em

As an alternative to the full set of work practice
standards (including the floor-1level nonitoring program,
the final rule also includes an optional requirenent to
institute a cell room nonitoring program whereby owners
and operators continuously nonitor mercury concentrations
in the upper portion of each cell room and take
corrective actions as soon as practicable when el evated
mercury vapor |evels are detected.

The programis not designed to be a continuous
nmonitoring systeminasnmuch as the results would be used
only to determ ne relative changes in nmercury vapor
| evel s rather than conpliance with a cell room em ssion
or operating limt. The owner or operator is required to
establish an action | evel for each cell room based on
prelimnary nonitoring to determ ne nornmal baseline
conditions. The action level, or levels if appropriate,
will then be established as a yet-to-be-determ ned
mul ti ple of the baseline values. Once the action

| evel (s) is established, continuous nonitoring nust be
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conducted. |If an action |level is exceeded, actions to
correct the situation are required to be initiated as
soon as possible. If the elevated nercury vapor level is
due to a maintenance activity, the owner or operator nust
ensure that all work practices related to that
mai nt enance activity are followed. [|f a maintenance

activity is not the cause, inspections and other actions

will be needed to identify and correct the cause of the
el evated nercury vapor |evel. Owers and operators
utilizing this cell room nonitoring program option are

required to develop site-specific cell room nonitoring
pl ans describing their nonitoring systemand quality
assurance/quality control procedures that will be used,
along with their action |evel.

The final rule establishes the duty for owners and
operators to routinely wash surfaces throughout the plant
where liquid nmercury could accumul ate. Owers and
operators are required to prepare and follow a witten
washdown pl an detailing how and how often specific areas
specified in the final rule are to be washed down to
renove any accunul ations of liquid nmercury.

Finally, the final rule requires owners or operators

to record and report the mass of virgin nmercury added to
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cells. Virgin nmercury is defined as nmercury that has not
been processed in an onsite nercury thermal recovery unit
or otherw se recovered from nmercury-containing wastes
onsite. In order to establish a baseline of nmercury
bei ng added to the cells, the final rule requires owners
or operators to submt the mass of virgin nercury added
to cells for the 5 years preceding the conpliance date.

E. What are the operation and nmi ntenance requirenents?

The final rule requires that each owner and operator
al ways operate and maintain each affected source,
including air pollution control and nonitoring equipnment,
in a manner consistent with good air pollution control
practices for mnimzing air em ssions, as required under
40 CFR 63.6(e)(1) (i) of the NESHAP General Provisions.
The final rule requires each owner and operator to
prepare and inplenent a witten startup, shutdown, and
mal f unction plan according to the operation and
mai nt enance requirenents in 863.6(e)(3) of the NESHAP
General Provisions.

F. \What are the general conpliance requirenents?

The final rule requires conpliance with the em ssion
limtations and applicable work practice requirenments at

all tinmes, except during periods or startup, shutdown,
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and mal function as defined in 40 CFR 63.2. The owner or
operator must develop and inplement a witten startup,
shut down, and mal functi on plan according to the
requirenents in 40 CFR 63.6(e)(3).

G. \Wiat are the initial compliance requirenents?

The final rule requires conpliance with en ssion
limtations and work practices by [INSERT DATE 3 YEARS
AFTER DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THIS FINAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER] .

To denonstrate initial conpliance with the em ssion
limts for by-product hydrogen streanms and end box
ventil ation systemvents, the final rule requires each
owner or operator to conduct perfornmance tests using 40
CFR part 61, appendix A, Method 102 for by-product
hydrogen streans, and 40 CFR part 61, appendix A, Method
101 or 101A for end box ventilation systemvents. In
addition, the final rule also includes procedures for
reduci ng the nmercury em ssions data coll ected during the
performance test to units of the standard (i.e.,

g Ho/M Cl,). Each performance test is required to
consi st of a m ninmum of three 2-hour runs with a m ni num
sanpl e volunme of 1.7 dscm and nust be conducted in

accordance with a site-specific test plan prepared
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according to the performance test quality assurance
program requirements in 863.7(c)(2) of the NESHAP Gener al
Provi si ons.

Concurrent with each test run, each owner or
operator is required to determ ne the quantity of
chl orine produced using an equation contained in the
final rule which calculates chlorine production based on
cell line electric current | oad.

Initial conpliance is denonstrated by show ng that
the total mercury em ssion rate fromall by-product
hydrogen streans and all end box ventilation system vents
for the test are less than 0.076 g Hg/ My Cl , for plants
with end box ventilation systens, or 0.033 g Hg/My Cl, for
pl ants wi thout end box ventilation systens.

In addition, if the final control device is not a
nonr egener abl e carbon adsorber and conti nuous conpli ance
wi || be denonstrated using the periodic nmonitoring
option, the owner or operator is required to nonitor the
foll owi ng paraneters during the performnce test to
establish either a maxi mum or m ni mum noni toring val ue,
as applicable for the control device:

. exit gas tenperature fromuncontroll ed streans;

. outl et tenperature of the gas stream for the
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final cooling system when no control devices
ot her than coolers or dem sters are used;

. the outlet tenperature of the gas stream from
the final cooling system when the cooling system
is foll owed by a nol ecul ar sieve or regenerative
carbon adsor ber;

. outl et concentration of available chlorine, pH,
liquid flow rate, and inlet gas tenperature of
chlorinated brine scrubbers and hypochlorite
scrubbers;

. the liquid flow rate and exit gas tenperature
for water scrubbers;

. the inlet gas tenperature of regenerative carbon
adsorption systens; or

. the tenperature during the heating phase of the
regeneration cycle for regenerative carbon
adsor bers or nol ecul ar si eves.

As part of the initial conpliance denonstration, the
owner or operator nust determ ne the maxi mum or m ni mum
nmonitoring val ue by calculating the average of the data
collected during the perfornmance test. The exception to
this is when the final control device is a regenerative

carbon adsorber. In this case, the highest tenperature
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readi ng during the performance test nust be used.

To denonstrate initial conpliance with the nmercury

thermal recovery unit emssion |limts, the final rule
requires that owners or operators conduct a performance
test for each vent using 40 CFR part 61, appendix A,
Met hod 101 or 101A. The owner or operator is required to
develop and follow a site-specific test plan according to
863.7(c)(2) of the NESHAP General Provisions. Three test
runs woul d need to be conducted at a point after the | ast
control device for each vent.

Initial conpliance is achieved if the average vent
mercury concentration is less than 23 ng/dscm for each
oven type vent or 4 ng/dscm for each non-oven type vent.
In addition, if the final control device is not a
nonr egener abl e carbon adsorber and conti nuous conpli ance
wi |l be denonstrated using the periodic nmonitoring
option, the owner or operator is required to nonitor the
sane paranmeters as required for by-product hydrogen
streans and end box ventilation systemvents and to
establish the appropriate m ni nrum or maxi mum nonitoring
value for the control device.

H What are the continuous conpliance requirenents?

The final rule contains two options for continuous
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conpliance with the emssion limt for by-product
hydrogen streans and end box ventil ation system vents and
the emssion limt for mercury thermal recovery unit
vents: continuous nonitoring using mercury continuous
em ssions nonitors, or periodic nonitoring using testing.
Both of these options will produce results in the units
of the standard, so continuous conpliance will be
denonstrated through a direct conparison of nonitoring
systemresults.

| f mercury continuous em ssion nonitors are used to
conply with the final rule, a site-specific nonitoring
pl an nmust be devel oped to ensure proper control device
eval uation, and a performance evaluation is required
according to the nmonitoring plan. For each monitor, the
final rule requires the site-specific nonitoring plan to
address installation and siting, nonitor perfornmance
specifications, performance eval uati on procedures and
calibration criteria, ongoing operation and mai ntenance
procedures, ongoing data assurance procedures, and
ongoi ng recordkeepi ng and reporting procedures. |t nust
al so address how ot her paraneters (e.g., flow rate)
needed to cal culate the mass of mercury em ssions from

each em ssion point are to be nonitored. |If periodic
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weekly nmonitoring is the selected conpliance nethod, the
owner or operator is required to conduct tests on a
weekly basis using either an EPA Reference Method (101,
101A, or 102) or an alternative nmethod that has been
val i dated using Method 301, 40 CFR part 63, appendix A.
If the final control device is not a nonregenerable
carbon adsorber, in addition to periodic testing, the
final rule contains requirenents for the continuous
moni toring of control device-specific paraneters.

To denonstrate continuous conpliance, the final rule
requires the owner or operator to reduce nercury
enm ssions to 52-week averages and to maintain the 52-week
average below 0.076 g Hg/My Cl, for plants with end box
ventilation systems, or 0.033 g Hg/ My Cl, for plants
wi t hout end box ventilation systens. For nmercury thernml
recovery units, the owner or operator is required to
determ ne daily average nercury em ssions and nmai ntain
the daily average bel ow 23 ng/dscm for each oven type
vent or 4 ng/dscm for each non-oven type vent. The final
rule requires the owner or operator to collect em ssions
data using either a continuous nercury em ssions nonitor,
or by collecting weekly sanples using periodic

monitoring. |If the periodic nonitoring option is used
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and the final control device is not a nonregenerable
carbon adsorber, the owner or operator is required to
al so nonitor specific control device paraneters and
conpare to the maxi mum or m ni num nonitoring val ues
devel oped during the performance test. Conti nuous
conpliance is achieved if the nonitoring values renmain
ei ther bel ow t he maxi num nonitoring val ue, or above the
m ni mum nmoni tori ng val ue, as appropri ate.

| . How are initial and continuous conpliance with the

work practice standards to be denonstrated?

The final rule requires conpliance with the work
practice standards within 3 years from [| NSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATION OF THIS FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REGQ STER].

The final rule contains specific recordkeeping
requirenents related to the work practice standards.
These include records of when inspections were conduct ed,
probl ens identified, and actions taken to correct
probl ens. Continuous conpliance with work practice
standards will be denonstrated by maintaining these
required records.

Initial conpliance with the washdown plan wll be
denonstrated by subm ssion of the plan by the owner or

operator and certification that they operate according
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to, or will operate according to, the plan. Continuous
conpliance with the plan will be denonstrated by
mai ntaining related records. Records wll also be

required to denonstrate conpliance with the cell room
nmoni tori ng program

J. VWhat are the notification and reporting requirenents?

The final rule requires that owners or operators
submt Initial Notifications, Notifications of Intent to
conduct a performance test, Notification of Conpliance
Status (NOCS), and conpliance reports.

For the Initial Notification, we are requiring that
each owner or operator notify us that their plant is
subject to the NESHAP for nmercury cell chlor-al kal
pl ants, and that they provide other basic information
about the plant. For existing sources, this notification
woul d need to be submtted no later than [I NSERT DATE
120 CALENDAR DAYS AFTER PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER].

For the Notification of Intent report, we are
requiring that each owner or operator notify us in
writing of the intent to conduct a performance test at
| east 60 days before the performance test is scheduled to

begi n.
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The NOCS for the work practice standards wi |l be due
30 days after the conpliance date for existing sources.
In this notification, the owner or operator will need to
certify that the work practice standards are being or
wll be nmet. Furthernore, we are requiring that the
washdown pl an be submtted as part of this notification,
and that the owner or operator certify that they operate
or will operate according to the plan.

For the emssion |imts where a perfornmance test is
required to denonstrate initial conpliance (that is, the
em ssion limts for by-product hydrogen streans and end
box ventilation systemvents and the nmercury thermnal
recovery unit vent limts), the tests will have to be
conducted no |ater than the conpliance date, and the NOCS
wi |l be due 60 days after the conpletion of the
performance test. The site-specific nmonitoring plan
addressing the use of mercury continuous en ssion
monitors for vents nmust be submtted as part of this
notification.

Conpl i ance reporting is required sem annually, with
the first report due within the first 6 nonths after
initial conpliance.

K. What are the recordkeeping requirements?
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Records required by the final rule related to by-
product hydrogen streans, end box ventilation system
vents, and nmercury thermal recovery unit vents include
the follow ng: performance test results, records show ng
t he establishnent of the applicable mercury concentration
operating limts (including records of the mercury
concentration nonitoring conducted during the performance
tests), records of the continuous mercury concentration
moni toring data, records of the daily average el enent al
mercury concentration val ues, and records associated with
Site-specific nonitoring plans.

Wth regard to the work practice standards, the
final rule requires that records be maintained to
docunment when each required inspection was conducted and
the results of each inspection. Records noting equi pnent
probl ens (such as end box cover stoppers not securely in
pl ace or nmercury in an open container not covered by an
aqueous |liquid) identified during a required inspection,
and the corrective action taken would al so be required.
| f equipment that is | eaking nmercury liquid or
hydrogen/ mercury vapor is identified during a required
i nspection or at any other time, the final rule requires

records of when the |leak was identified and when it was
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repaired. Simlarly, if a mercury spill or accunul ation
is identified at any tine, the final rule requires
records of when the spill or accunul ati on was found and
when it was cl eaned up.

A copy of the current version of the washdown pl an
woul d need to be kept on-site and be avail able for
i nspection. Records of when washdowns were conduct ed
woul d be required.

The final rule requires that copies of each
notification and report that is submtted to conmply with
the final rule be kept and maintained for 5 years, the
first 2 of which nust be on-site.

V. Summary of Maj or Comments and Responses

This section includes discussion of significant
comments on the proposed rule. For a conplete summary of
all the comrents received on the proposed rule and our
responses to them refer to the “Background Information
Docunment for Pronul gation of National Em ssions Standards
for Hazardous Air Pollutant (NESHAP): Mercury Em ssions
From Mercury Cell Chlor-Alkali Plants” EPA-453/R-03-012
(hereafter called the “response to comments docunment”) in
Docket OAR-2002-0017 or A-2000-32. The docket also

contains the actual comment letters and supporting
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docunent ati on devel oped for the final rule.

A. VWhat issues were raised reqgarding the sources that

are subject to the rule as proposed?

There were no issues raised by comenters regarding
t he sources subject to the proposed rule and the affected
source, as a nercury cell chlor-alkali plant is a
distinct and easily identifiable entity. There were,
however, issues raised regarding the proposed requirenent
for all affected sources to obtain a title V permt and
regarding the specific em ssion points that were
addressed in the proposed rule.

Comrent: Three commenters disagreed with the
proposed requirenments for all mercury cell chlor-alkal
plants to obtain a title V permt, including area
sources. The commenters requested that this provision be
deleted fromthe final rule. The commenters stated that
the facilities affected by the proposal are m nor sources
of HAP em ssions. All three comenters maintained that
requiring mnor source facilities to obtain title V
permts would be burdensone, e.g., due to duplicative
recordkeepi ng and reporting provisions, for the area
sources; one comrenter further stated that this burden

woul d not yield any environnmental benefit. Additionally,
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according to this comenter, dropping the title V permt
requi rement for area sources would not | essen any
substantive requirenents for nonitoring, recordkeeping,
or operation of any and all air pollution control
devices. Comenters noted that the CAA allows EPA to
exenpt certain sources fromobtaining a title V permt
“. . . if the Adm nistrator finds that conpliance with
such requirements is inpracticable, infeasible, or
unnecessarily burdensone . . ..”

One commenter noted that in previously pronul gated
area source MACT standards (e.g., Dry Cleaning MACT and
Hal ogenat ed Sol vent Cl eaning MACT), EPA identified area
sources as being subject to title V permtting. However,
EPA all owed the permtting authorities to defer area
sources fromtitle V permtting requirements until
Decenmber 9, 2004.

I n contrast, another comenter supported the
proposed requirement to require all affected sources to
obtain title V permits. The comenter argued that title
V permts are needed because they consolidate sources’
applicable requirenents in a single place. The comenter
further noted that “. . . given the detailed work

practice requirenents, it is reasonable to expect
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significant source-specific tailoring of the standard for
each plant’s individual configuration.” See, e.g., 67 FR
44706-07. The commenter also stated that requiring title
V permts of area sources of nmercury is especially
appropriate because a small quantity of mercury is as
toxic as far greater anmounts of other HAP

Response: Section 502(a) of the CAA requires any
source, including an area source, subject to standards or
regul ati ons under section 111 or 112 of the CAA to
operate in conpliance with a title V permt after the
effective date of any title V permts program The
Adm ni strator may not exenpt any major source fromthe
requi renents of title V.

In order to exenpt area sources under the final rule
fromtitle V requirenents, the test in section 502(a) of
t he CAA nust be met. Specifically, the Adm nistrator
must make a finding that title V requirenents are
i npracticable, infeasible, or unnecessarily burdensome
for the source category or categories in question.

Comrent ers may provide data which would help the
Adm ni strator make such a finding, but the comenters who
were opposed to area sources being permtted under the

final rule did not provide any such data. Comenters



52

provi di ng supporting data for their argunents is
consistent with what the Agency stated in its final rule
for the Municipal Solid Waste Landfills NESHAP in
reference to the test in section 502(a) of the CAA (68 FR
2227, 2234, January 16, 2003).

In ternms of the conmmenters’ concern about title V
addi ng duplicative recordkeeping and reporting
requi renents, the only potential duplicative requirenment
that we are aware of is in relation to deviation
reporting under the sem annual conpliance report required
by 863.8254 of the final rule and the sem annual
nmonitoring report required by 40 CFR 70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A)
or 40 CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A). However, this potenti al
duplication was addressed by 863.8254(d) in the proposed
rule and this has been clarified in the final rule.

As to the deferral for area sources subject to the
Dry Cl eaning MACT and the Hal ogenated Sol vent Cl eani ng
MACT, the area sources subject to these MACT standards
were deferred fromtitle V permtting until Decenber 9,
2004. See final deferral rulenmaking (64 FR 69637,
Decenmber 14, 1999). This deferral was granted in part
because of the concern that area sources would not be

able to obtain the technical and procedural assistance
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frompermtting authorities needed to file tinely and
conplete title V applications given that permtting
authorities would be focused on the permtting of mjor
sources. However, as the title V programis no longer in
its initial stages and the initial permtting of existing
maj or sources i s nearing conpletion, we would not be
justified in granting a deferral to area sources under
the final rule for the sane reason.

In terms of the comenter who supported the
permtting of affected sources under the final rule, we
agree that the consolidation of requirements in a title V
permt is one of the ways that title V hel ps assure
conpliance with all applicable requirenents. As this
commenter also pointed out, title V permts clarify which
requi renments in standards apply to a source where
requi renents may vary due to various factors, e.g.
design of the facility. Additionally, the title V
regul ati ons at 40 CFR part 70 and 40 CFR part 71 help a
source assure conpliance with its applicable requirenments
by requiring that a source self-certify to conpliance
initially and annually, by requiring that a source
promptly report deviations fromits permt requirenents,

and by requiring that a permt contain nonitoring
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requirenments. It is also inmportant to note that the
title V permtting process provides an opportunity for
the public to coment on whether a source is conplying
with its applicable requirenents. 1In short, title V
permts can enhance the effectiveness of rules such as
the final rule, and EPA, therefore, disagrees that there
are no environnental benefits to requiring title V
permts for area sources.

I n conclusion, as the test in section 502(a) of the
CAA has not been net, EPA has retained the requirenent in
the final rule that affected sources subject to the fina
rule nmust obtain title V permts. Therefore, whether an
affected source under the final rule is a part of a major
or area source, the major/area source is required to
obtain a title V permt.

Coment: One commenter believed that the proposed
rule violated the CAA because the Agency did not
establish standards for sonme parts of chlor-alkali plants
that emt nmercury. The commenter noted that under the
proposed rule, EPA defined two affected sources: nercury
cell chlor-alkali production facilities and nmercury
recovery facilities. The commenter did not agree with

EPA's determ nation that within mercury cell chlor-alkal
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production facilities, chlorine purification, brine
preparation and wastewater treatnment operations shoul d
not be subject to em ssion standards because they have
| ow mercury air em ssions. Simlarly, the commenter did
not agree with EPA s decision not to regulate chem cal
mercury recovery and recovery in batch purification
stills at nmercury recovery facilities. According to the
commenter, the CAA does not allow the Agency to exenpt
certain classes, types and sizes of sources fromem ssion
st andards, unless EPA finds no potential for enissions.
Therefore, the comenter stated that EPA had a | egal
obligation to establish standards that cover all nmercury-
emtting parts of chlor-alkali facilities, and the Agency
must re-visit and set em ssion standards for the parts of
t he production and recovery facilities with [ ow nercury
em ssi ons.

Response: During devel opnent of the proposed rule,
we did not receive any data to indicate that nmercury was
emtted fromchlorine purification, brine preparation, or
wast ewat er treatnent operations, and our know edge of the
process indicated that any potential em ssions would be
very limted (67 FR 44674). Furthernmore, we did not

receive any data indicating that control neasures
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designed to reduce HAP were in use at existing facilities
t hat had these units. The sanme holds true for chem cal
mercury recovery and recovery in batch purification
stills at mercury recovery facilities. Therefore, with
no reported em ssions and process evidence that any
em ssions would be very limted, we concluded that there
was no potential for em ssions. Adding to this the
exi stence of a MACT floor of no control (because none are
controlled), we did not regul ate these processes.

The comrenter did not provide en ssions data that
woul d indicate that these sources emt significant
ampunts of mercury, or emt mercury at all. Therefore,
the final rule does not contain standards for nmercury
em ssions fromchlorine purification, brine preparation,
wast ewat er treatnment operations, chem cal nercury
recovery and recovery in batch purification stills.

We point out that the final rule does contain very
stringent emssion |imtations for all point sources that
have been denonstrated to be sources of nercury
em ssions. Further, the work practice requirenents in
the final rule address fugitive mercury em ssions in all
areas of the facility, including the chlorine

purification, brine preparation, wastewater treatnent
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areas, as well as areas where chem cal nercury recovery
processes and batch purification stills are |ocated.

B. What issues were raised reqgarding the HAP addressed

by the rule as proposed?

As noted earlier, we divided the chlorine production
category into two subcategories: mercury cell chlor-
al kali plants, and chlorine production plants that do not
rely upon mercury cells for chlorine production
(di aphragm cell chlor-alkali plants, nenbrane cell chlor-
al kali plants, etc). On July 3, 2002, we issued separate
proposals to address the em ssions of nmercury fromthe
mercury cell chlor-alkali plant subcategory sources (67
FR 44672) and the em ssions of chlorine and HCl from both
the non-nmercury cell chlorine production subcategory
sources and the nmercury cell chlor-al kali subcategory
sources (67 FR 44713). Specifically, we proposed a rule
for mercury em ssions frommercury cell chlor-al kal
pl ants, and we proposed not to regulate chlorine and HCl
em ssions frommercury cell chlor-alkali plants and non-
mercury cell chlorine production plants under our
authority in section 112(d)(4) of the CAA.

Comrents were received regardi ng the proposed action

not to regulate chlorine and HCl em ssions (see Air
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Docket OAR-2002-0016 or Air Docket A-2002-09). The
aspects of these comments related to the nercury cel
chlor-al kali plant subcategory can be generally
classified into two basic categories: our statutory
authority under section 112(d)(4); and the site-specific
ri sk assessnents that fornmed the basis for our decision.
Comments Related to the Section 112(d)(4) Authority.

Comment:  Several conmments were received related to
our decision not to regulate chlorine and HCl em ssions
fromchl orine production under the authority of section
112(d)(4). Sonme commenters supported this decision and
stated the interpretation of our authority under section
112(d) (4) was appropriate and supported by the
| egislative history. 1In contrast, other comenters
di sagreed with EPA's interpretation of section 112(d)(4).
Finally, sone of the comenters stated that EPA should
use its authority under section 112(c)(9)(B)(ii).

One commenter stated that EPA conducted an
appropriate analysis to determ ne that human exposures
from anmbi ent concentrations are well below threshold
values with an anple margin of safety. According to
anot her comrenter, any further regulation of chlorine and

HCl em ssions fromthe chlorine production industry would
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have no environnmental benefits, but would result in costs
for nonitoring, recordkeeping, and reporting efforts to
certify conpliance with any requirenments. The comrenter
was concerned that a regulation would also stretch EPA’ s
limted resources in nonitoring for conpliance. Three
commenters stated that EPA's interpretation of their

aut hority under section 112(d)(4) was supported by the

| egi slative history, which enphasizes that Congress

i ncl uded section 112(d)(4) in the CAA to prevent
unnecessary regul ation of source categories. The
comment er agreed that under section 112(d)(4), once EPA
establishes that a pollutant has a health threshold and

t hat exposure to that pollutant’s em ssions are below the
health threshold, EPA should refrain fromsetting MACT
standards for that pollutant. The comenter further
suggested that EPA should use section 112(d)(4) whenever
setting em ssion standards under section 112(d).

Three commenters di sagreed with EPA's interpretation
of section 112(d)(4). They did not believe that section
112(d)(4) could be used as an alternative to setting MACT
st andards under section 112(d)(3). One commenter noted
that the phrase “in lieu of” was not included in the

section 112(d)(4) provisions and that its absence was
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intentional. In support of their claim the comenter
poi nted to section 112(d)(5), which does contain the
phrase “in lieu of.” The commenter interpreted section
112(d)(4) to nean that health- based threshol ds can be
consi dered when establishing the degree of MACT

requi renents, but not in place of the requirenent to
establish a MACT fl oor pursuant to section 112(d)(3).

The comrenter al so pointed to the provisions of
section 112(c)(2) which require the Adm nistrator to
establish NESHAP for |isted source categories and
subcat egori es. The comment er was concerned t hat EPA
eval uated em ssions from chlorine production plants and
concluded that since they do not pose a threat to human
health and the environment, the Adm nistrator is relieved
of her responsibilities to establish a MACT standard.
The comrenter nmaintained that this position is not
supported by section 112(c)(2).

The comrenter also referred to section 112(d) (1),
stating that EPA did not have the authority to “make a
determ nation of no regulation for a |listed source
category or pollutant.”

Finally, the commenter referred to section

112(d)(3), which contains the MACT fl oor provisions.



61

According to the commenter, the intent of the NESHAP
programis to devel op a MACT floor, and EPA is not
fulfilling the requirenents of the CAA by not perform ng
such an analysis. The commenter stated that a majority
of facilities identified in the analysis have adequate
controls due to State regul ations and these controls
shoul d be incorporated into the MACT fl oor eval uation.
The comrenter was particularly concerned that by not
devel oping a MACT fl oor, no new source MACT standards
were created. The commenter requested that EPA perform a
MACT fl oor analysis and devel op a NESHAP for new sources.
Two of the commenters stated that EPA shoul d support
its decision not to regulate the chlorine production
source category by citing the provisions of section
112(c)(9)(B)(ii) in addition to the provisions of section
112(d)(4). The comenters stated that the eval uation
perfornmed by EPA would al so be sufficient for deleting
sources under section 112(c)(9)(B)(ii) and that EPA' s
proposal to not regulate chlorine production is simlar
to deleting a subcategory of the Chlorine Production
source category. Therefore, in addition to using the
authority under section 112(d)(4), the commenters

suggested that EPA delete the subcategory using the
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authority under section 112(c)(9)(B)(ii) to avoid any
uncertainty over the use of its authority under section
112(d) (4).

Response: The EPA has the authority under CAA
section 112(d)(4) to decide not to establish a NESHAP for
chlorine and HCl em ssions fromcertain chlorine
production facilities. W have decided to limt our use
of section 112(d)(4) to the em ssions of chlorine and HCI
fromsources within the mercury cell chlor-alkal
subcategory. While we have decided to establish no
standards for the em ssions of these two HAP from sources
in the mercury cell chlor-alkali plant subcategory, we
are establishing standards for the nmercury em ssions from
the sources within that subcategory. As explained

el sewhere in today’'s Federal Register, we have decided to

del ete the non-mercury cell chlorine production plants
subcat egory under CAA section 112(c)(9)(B)(ii). The only
HAP emitted by the non-mercury cell chlorine production
sources are chlorine and HCl .

Contrary to other comrenters clains that our use of
section 112(d)(4) is inappropriate, both the statutory
| anguage and the | egislative history of the provision

support our decision not to set limtations for chlorine
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and HCl em ssions from sources in the nmercury cell chlor-
al kali plant subcategory. The |anguage of section
112(d)(4) provides the Agency with anple discretion to
utilize a risk-based approach in determ ni ng whether to
establish em ssion standards for those HAP where we
determ ne that the HAP are “threshold pollutants” and
t hat the standard (or no standard) w |l achieve an “anple
mar gi n of safety.”

The statutory | anguage in section 112(d)(4) is
anmbi guous. Thus, under the Suprene Court’s decision in
Chevron v. NRDC, 467 U.S. 837 (1984), the Agency has the
di scretion to interpret the | anguage to allow us to
establish NESHAP that do set |limtations on certain HAP
emtted from sources (“when establishing standards”) but
to al so decide not to set limtations on other HAP
emtted fromthese sane sources if the other HAP are
threshold pollutants and the risk fromthe em ssions are
so low that no standard for that second set of HAP is
necessary to protect the public and the environnment with
“an anple margin of safety.” Thi s approach is
consistent with prior decisions EPA has made in the
context of two other NESHAP. First, in the NESHAP for

conbustion sources at pulp mlls (40 CFR part 63, subpart
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MM), we chose not to set a standard for HCl em ssions
fromrecovery furnaces, while we did set standards for
other HAP emtted fromthe sane sources within the
category. We explained this decision in the preanble to
t he proposed MACT standard and received no adverse
comment on the approach (63 FR 18754, 18765-68, April 15,
1998). Second, we proposed to set no standard under
section 112(d)(4) for HCl emtted fromlinme kilns, while
we al so proposed to set standards for other HAP emtted
by these sanme sources (67 FR 78046 Decenber 20, 2002).
We al so received no adverse comment on that proposed
decision. While we originally proposed to utilize
section 112(d)(4) to set no standard for chlorine and HCI
fromchl orine production sources in a separate notice of

t he Federal Reqgister (67 FR 44713, July 3, 2002), we nmde

it clear that the proposed use of section 112(d)(4) would

apply to em ssions of these two HAP from nercury cel

chl or-al kali sources (as well as the em ssions of

chlorine and HCI from ot her chl orine production sources).
We do not agree that Congress’ use of the phrase “in

lieu of” in CAA section 112(d)(5) so clearly restricts

any possible interpretation of CAA section 112(d)(4) such

t hat some form of a MACT standard nust al ways be set even
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when the criteria of section 112(d)(4) are net. |Instead,
we interpret that Congress enacted section 112(d)(4) to
provide EPA with the discretion to take risk into account
and decide that standards need not be set when the HAP
are threshold pollutants and | evels being emtted are
bel ow the threshold value with an anple nmargin of safety.
Moreover, in each case where we have exercised authority
under section 112(d)(4), we have established standards in
each category (or subcategory, as here) for those
pol lutants that do not satisfy the threshold poll utant
and anple margin of safety statutory criteria.

We al so disagree with the comenter who argued that
the provision in section 112(c)(2), which requires the
Adm ni strator to establish em ssion standards for |isted
categori es and subcat egories, has much bearing on our use
of section 112(d)(4) in this circunstance. By setting a
standard for the em ssion of nmercury fromthe nercury
cell chlor-alkali plant subcategory, we are fulfilling
our obligations under section 112(c)(2). As stated
earlier, we have utilized the same approach in our other
uses of section 112(d)(4), e.g., HCl em ssions from
conbustion sources at pulp mlls and |ime production

sources.
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The statutory | anguage in section 112(d) (1) and (3)
does not prevent us from deciding that no em ssion
standard is necessary for a particular threshold
pol lutant which is being emtted at |levels well below the
anple margin of safety when we are al so establishing
standards for HAP emtted from sources in that sane
category or subcategory. This approach to our use of
section 112(d)(4) is consistent with the statutory
| anguage of section 112(d)(1) and (3). W are
establishing em ssion standards for the |listed category
or subcategory, but are deciding that no MACT fl oor need
be established and no em ssion standard set for those HAP
that neet the criteria of “threshold pollutant” and
“anple margi n of safety.”

Wth regard to the concerns the comenter raised
about the failure to set a standard for new sources, our
review of the mercury cell subcategory indicates that no
new nmercury cell chlor-alkali plants will be constructed.
G ven that our em ssion standard for new sources in the
mercury cell chlor-alkali subcategory prohibits the
em ssion of mercury, we do not believe any new sources
using nercury cells for chlorine production will ever be

constructed (or reconstructed). Therefore, this no-
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mercury em ssions requirenent in the final rule will, in
effect, also ensure that there are no chlorine or HC
em ssions fromnew nercury cell facilities.

In response to other comrenters’ suggestion that we
utilize the authority of section 112(c)(9)(B)(ii) to
del ete the chlorine production category, we have deci ded
to exercise our authority under that statutory provision
for the non-nmercury cell chlorine production subcategory.
That decision is discussed in a separate notice in

today’'s Federal Register. However, we are not deleting

the mercury cell chlor-alkali plant subcategory because
the sources within the category also emt nercury, and we
are establishing em ssions standards for nercury

em ssions in today’'s final rule.

Comment: Sonme commenters concl uded that we did not
establish either cancer or noncancer thresholds for HC
and chlorine and, therefore, it is illegal for EPA to
attenmpt to use section 112(d)(4) to set standards.

Response: The “threshold level” in section
112(d)(4) refers to the level of concentration of a
chem cal under which no health effects are expected from
exposure, although this termis not defined in section

112. Further, section 112 does not address the process
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that nust be followed to “establish” a threshold |evel.

The reference concentration (RfFC) is a “long-ternt
t hreshol d, defined as an estinmate of a daily inhal ation
exposure that, over a lifetime, would not likely result
in the occurrence of noncancer health effects in humans.
We have determ ned that the RFC for HCl of 20 m crograns
per cubic neter (upg/n?) is an appropriate threshold val ue
for assessing risk to humans associ ated with exposure to
HCl t hrough inhal ati on

http://ww. epa.gov/iris/subst/0396. htm.

I n cases where we have not studied a chem ca
itself, we rely on the studies of other governnental
agenci es, such as the Agency for Toxic Substances and
Di sease Registry (ATSDR) or the O fice of Health Hazard
Assessnment of California s Environmental Protection
Agency (CAL EPA), for RfC values. The CAL EPA devel oped
an Rf C value of 0.2 pg/n® for chlorine based on a | arge
i nhal ation study with rats.

Acut e exposure guideline level (AEG) toxicity
val ues are estimates of adverse health effects due to a
singl e exposure lasting 8 hours or |less. The confidence
in the AEGL (a qualitative rating or either |ow, nedium

or high) is based on the nunber of studies avail able and
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the quality of the data. Consensus toxicity values for
effects of acute exposures have been devel oped by several
di fferent organi zations, and we are beginning to devel op
such values. A national advisory commttee organi zed by
EPA has devel oped AEGL's for priority chemcals for 30-
m nute, 1-hour, 4-hour, and 8-hour airborne exposures.
They have al so determ ned the levels of these chem cals
at each exposure duration that will protect against
di sconfort (AEGL1l), serious effects (AEGL2), and life-
threatening effects or death (AEGL3). Hydrogen chloride
has been assi gned AEGL val ues (65 FR 39264, June 23,
2000), including the 1-hour, AEG.1 of 2,700 pg/nfused in
our revised analysis. Chlorine has al so been assigned
AEGL val ues (62 FR 58840), including the 1-hour AEGL1 of
1,500 pg/ n? used in our revised anal ysis.

We maintain that the listing of health threshol ds by
EPA and ot her organi zations in the public domain as
di scussed above has “established” health thresholds for
HCl and chlorine. Further, the recognition of these
| evel s by EPA, ASTDR, and CAL EPA indicates that chlorine
and HCl are threshold pollutants.

Mor eover, we provided the public an opportunity to

comment on the thresholds for chlorine and HCl that we
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used in our original analysis for the proposed action (67
FR 44716). We used the sane threshold |evel for HC for
both the proposed and final NESHAP for the pul p and paper
mll category. We have also used the sane threshold for
HCl in the proposed and final NESHAP for |inme production
(67 FR 78046; final action is anticipated in August
2003). There is no requirenent in section 112(d)(4) that
EPA develop or finalize a threshold for a particul ar HAP
in a certain manner. The thresholds we have used for
both HCl and chlorine are consistent with the statutory
| anguage in section 112(d)(4).
Comments Related to the Ri sk Assessnent

Coment: In the analysis for the proposed action
(67 FR 44713), we used the HCl RfC to determ ne the |ong-
term health effects of chlorine em ssions, since chlorine
photol yzes very quickly to HCl in sunlight. Two comments
supported this methodol ogy and stated that our decision
was based on sound scientific know edge of the pollutants
of concern.

In contrast, two other commenters did not agree with
our use of the HCI RfC as a threshold Ievel for chlorine.
The commenters stated that not all of the annual chlorine

em ssions can be considered as HCIl and, therefore, the
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chl orine exposure was underesti mted. The comenters
argued that chlorine em ssions will not undergo
phot ol ysis to convert to HClI when there is not bright
sunshine (i.e., at night or on cloudy days).

Response: The widely accepted fact that chlorine is
photol yzed in sunlight formed the basis for the
assunption in the original risk assessnment that chronic
exposure to chlorine would not occur. As a result of
this comment, we re-examned the literature on the
at nospheric fate of chlorine to validate our original
assunption

The additional information obtained fromthe
literature confirmed our earlier information. There are
several different pathways that nolecular chlorine can
t ake, including photolysis (reaction with |ight),
reactions with hydroxyl radicals, reactions with oxygen
atonms, and reactions with water vapor. Each pathway
results in different ampbunts of Cl, being renoved fromthe
troposphere, and different pathways are predom nant at
different tinmes of the day. However, photolysis is the
primary pat hway.

Therefore, this information did not fundanmentally

change the assunmption nmade in the original risk
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assessnent, which was that on a |ong-term basi s,

i ndividuals will be exposed nore to HCI formed fromthe
phot ol ysis of chlorine than to chlorine. However, the
comenters are correct that there will be situations
where individuals will be exposed to chlorine.
Therefore, in addition to the assessnment where we

consi dered only acute exposure to chlorine, we concl uded
that it was appropriate to consider the effects of
chroni c exposure to chlorine em ssions from chl or-al kal
plants. In order to provide an upper bound estimte of
the chronic risks to conpare with the | ower bound
estimates assum ng that all chlorine was converted to
HCl, we conducted nodeling assum ng that no chlorine is
phot ol yzed.

I n general, we consider an exposure concentration
which is below the RfC concentration (what we call a
hazard quotient of less than 1) to be “safe.” This is
based on the definition of RFC. The RfFCis a peer
revi ewed val ue defined as an estimate (wth uncertainty
spanni ng perhaps an order of nagnitude) of a daily
i nhal ati on exposure to the human popul ation (including
sensitive subgroups) that is likely to be w thout

appreciable risk of deleterious noncancer effects during
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alifetinme (i.e., 70 years).

As di scussed above, we conducted additional nodeling
for major source facilities within the subcategory using
t he same nodel used for the proposed action (1SCST3) to
estimate chronic chlorine exposure using the assunption
that no chlorine is photolyzed to HCl. The hazard
quotients resulting fromthis additional nodeling defined
t he upper bound of our risk assessnment. The highest
upper - bound hazard quotient estimted by the nodel is
just over 0.3. (For nmore details regarding this revised
risk assessnment, refer to table 2 of the responses to
comment docunent, available in the docket.) G ven the
heal th protective assunptions used in this analysis, the
val ue of 0.3 represents a hypothetical exposure that is
wel | above what we woul d expect actual exposures to be.
This is because chlorine is converted to HCl in the
presence of sunlight within a few mnutes. |In addition,
t he hazard quotient of 0.3, which results fromthis
exposure scenario is well below the safe value of 1
Thus, we have concluded that, even assum ng that sone
chronic exposure to chlorine may occur, that none of the
maj or sources included in this subcategory will have

em ssions of chlorine or HCl that exceed a | evel of
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exposure which is adequate to protect public health and
the environment with an anple margin of safety.

Comment: Two commenters did not support EPA s use
of the AEGL2 for use as a short-term exposure limt for
chlorine and HCl. One commenter stated that the AEGL2
val ues woul d not sufficiently protect public health
because they would all ow em ssions at | evels that cause
“di sconfort,” and according to the comenter, disconfort
is an adverse health effect. The commenter also
conpl ai ned that EPA did not explain why it chose to use
AEGL2 rather than AEGL1 or AEGL3. The commenter
expl ai ned that although em ssions fromchl orine plants
did not exceed AEG.2 val ues, the em ssions nay exceed
AEGL1 values, and if they did, the proposed action woul d
not nmeet the statutory requirenents. Another comrenter
stated that AEGL limts are not appropriate for assessing
dai ly human exposure scenari os because they were
devel oped for enmergency planning. The commenter
recommended that EPA use the Anerican Conference of
Governnmental Industrial Hygienists (ACGAH), which has a
1- hour Short Term Exposure Limt (STEL) simlar to the
AEGL1 value of 1 part per mllion (ppm for chlorine and

is used to protect agai nst eye and nucous nenbrane
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irritation. The commenter stressed that EPA nust use
conservative benchmarks before concluding that an anple
mar gi n of safety exists.

Response: The AEGL val ues represent short-term
threshold or ceiling exposure values intended for the
protection of the general public, including susceptible
or sensitive individuals, but not hypersusceptible or
hypersensitive individuals. The AEG. val ues represent
bi ol ogi cal reference values for this defined human
popul ati on and consi st of three biol ogical endpoints for
each of four different exposure periods of 30 m nutes, |
hour, 4 hours, and 8 hrs.

As utilized in the proposed action, the AEGL2 1-hour
concentrations for chlorine and HCl are 5,800 upg/n® and
33,000 pg/ n?, respectively.

The 1-hour AEGL1 concentration for chlorine is 2,900
pug/ m? and the correspondi ng value for HCl is 2,700 pg/ nt.
The ACA H short term exposure limt (STEL) for chlorine,
which is 1 ppmis approximately equal to the AEG.1 val ue
of 2,900 pg/n?

Al t hough we stand by our original analysis, which
used the AEGL2 | evel, we have incorporated the

comment or’ s suggested use of the AEGL1 val ues (possibly
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with a safety factor) for determ ning whether an anple
mar gi n of safety has been obtained. Therefore, we sinply
conpared the short term (1-hour average) nodeling results
fromthe original acute risk assessnent to the AEG.1
val ues. These results were obtained by nodeling the
maxi mum al | owabl e hourly em ssions reported in the
section 114 responses for each of the sources. For
pl ants that did not report fugitive em ssions, fugitive
em ssions were estimated using worst-case enm ssion
factors.

The maxi mum nodel ed 1- hour chlorine concentration
for two of the three plants with the nmercury cell chlor-
al kali process is less than 5 percent of the AEG.-1 (and
ACE H) value for chlorine. Further, the highest nodel ed
concentration for any plant, 155 pg/n®, is less than
6 percent of the AEG.1 values. The hi ghest nodel ed 1-
hour HCl concentration for any plant, 32 ug/n®, is |less
than 2 percent of the AEGL1 value for HCl. Furthernore,
all of the mercury cell chlor-alkali facilities also
produce chlorine using a non-nercury chlorine production
process (i.e., diaphragmcells). The npdel ed em ssions
represent chlorine and HCl enm ssions from both processes.

Therefore, the chlorine and HCl em ssions fromthe
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mercury cell chlor-alkali process would be even | ower.
Based on this conparison, we conclude that the
chlorine and HCl em ssions fromnmercury cell chlor-al kal
producti on plants do not represent an unsafe |evel of
acute exposure. We further maintain that, along with the
chl ori ne exposure assessnent, this proves that an anple
margi n of safety is provided with no additional control.
Comrent: Two commenters supported EPA' s nethod of
selecting a risk assessnent approach to neet the unique
needs of the chlorine production industry. The
commenters agreed that the risk assessnent net hodol ogy
shoul d not be interpreted as a standardi zed approach that
woul d set a precedent for how EPA will apply CAA section
112(d)(4) in future cases. Furthernore, the comenters
stated that the degree of conservatismbuilt into all
aspects of the risk assessnment conducted for the chlorine
producti on source category could vary greatly in future
ri sk assessnents for other source categories. The
commenters stressed that the conservative assunptions
made in the health effects assessnent, em ssions
estimates, and exposure assessnent were appropriate for
t he proposed action.

In contrast, one commenter stated that the risk
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assessnment fell short of the Agency’s prior practice.
According to the commenter, whenever EPA has made
determ nations to regulate a specific pollutant based on
heal th considerations (e.g., national anbient air quality
st andards (NAAQS) for ozone and PM, the Agency eval uated
health effects and exposure in great detail. The
comment er contended that in this case, EPA appears to be
content with “the bare and unsupported assunptions about
what health levels are safe.” The commenter argued that
it was not appropriate for EPA to use a rigorous approach
when setting standards and a nore cursory approach when
maki ng a decision not to regul ate.

Response: We disagree with the one commenter’s
characterization of the assessnment that forms the basis
for this decision, and we strongly dispute the
characterization of the assessnment as “bare and
unsupported.” As discussed elsewhere in this preanble,
we maintain that the RfC and AEGL val ues used as
benchmarks for this assessnent are scientifically sound
and appropriate. The em ssions data and other inputs
used for this analysis, which were provided by the
i ndustry and checked by our staff, are representative of

the industry.
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In this assessnent, the predicted health effects
esti mated, using very conservative inputs and
assunptions, were well below the recognized health
thresholds. While our approach in this particular action
may not be the sanme as an approach for a NAAQS, we
believe that it has been certainly nore than “cursory.”
We have | ooked at em ssions and exposure data for each of
the maj or sources in the subcategory. W have
establ i shed hazard indices for chlorine and HCl for each
maj or source in the subcategory. W perfornmed a
qualitative ecol ogical assessnent. Moreover, in response
to coment received, we have revised our anal yses and
taken into account comments that we have received when
perform ng these reassessnments. We will base each risk
assessnment for this and future regulatory action on sound
scientific principles.

Comment: In the proposed action, the risk
assessnment nodeling was conducted by placing receptors at
t he geographic center of census blocks within 2
kilometers of the site and in the popul ati on-wei ght ed
centers of census bl ock groups or census tracks out to 50
kilometers. Two comenters did not agree with this

met hodol ogy for determ ning receptor |ocation for
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threshold pollutants. One commenter stated that EPA' s
met hodol ogy woul d be nore appropriate for cancer causing
agent, where the risk is based on probabilities of health
effects. The commenter argued that for noncancer (i.e.,

t hreshol d pol | utants) conpounds, placing the receptors at
the center of census tracks would not properly identify

t he highest inpacts close to the facility. They felt
that it was nore appropriate to neasure the exposure of

t he nost exposed individual (e.g., soneone living at the
fence line of a facility or directly downw nd).

Response: W certainly agree with the commenters
that the greatest inpacts will |ikely occur near the
facility for this source subcategory. However, we do not
agree with the commenters that our approach fails to neet
statutory requirenents. We do not feel that considering
an “anple margin of safety” means that we nust
denonstrate no risk or adverse health effects for a
t heoretical person living at the fence line. Rather, it
IS appropriate to assess the risks at |ocations where
people nost |ikely reside. A census block is the
smal | est geographic unit for which the Census Bureau
t abul ates 100 percent data. While census blocks in rural

areas may be | arger, many bl ocks correspond to individual



81

city blocks in nore popul ated areas. The commenter is
correct in that an individual could live closer to the
pl ant than the center of the census block and our
approach woul d have slightly underestimated risk. It is
just as likely, however, that the closest individual
could live farther fromthe plant than the center of the
census bl ock causing our risk estimates to be slightly
overestimated. By placing receptors at the center of
popul ated census bl ocks on all sides of a facility, we
have eval uated people living “downw nd.” In conclusion,
we continue to feel that placing a receptor in the
geographi c center of popul ated census bl ocks near a
facility is a well established approach to exposure
nodel i ng which results in a reasonabl e approxi mati on of
estimating the risks where people actually live, and we
mai ntain that this nmethodology is appropriate for actions
t aken under the authority of section 112(d)(4).

Comment: One commenter stated that all chlorine
em ssions fromchlorine production facilities that are
coll ocated with other source categories need to be
reviewed as a whol e when evaluating public health risk
adverse environnmental effects, and possible control

strategies. The commenter stressed that other sources of



82

chlorine and HCl should be included in the risk
assessnment under section 112(d)(4). The comrenter was
concerned that not accounting for all chlorine and HC
em ssions froma facility would provide the community
with a false sense of assurance of protection and is not
consistent with the |legislative intent of the CAA to
consi der cunul ati ve HAP exposure issues through an

i nt egrat ed approach under section 112(d), 112(f), and
112(k). Therefore, the commenter requested that EPA
eval uate the potential for adverse health and

envi ronmental inpacts using conservative risk assessnent
met hodol ogy that incorporates all known chlorine and HCl
em ssions froma contiguous facility.

Response: Section 112 of the CAA requires us to
|'ist categories and subcategories of nmmjor sources and
area sources of HAP and to establish NESHAP for the
| i sted source categories and subcategories. In directing
us how to establish MACT em ssion |limts, section
112(d)(3) of the CAA requires us to set the em ssion
limtation at a |l evel that assures that all mmjor sources
achi eve the level of control at |east as stringent as
t hat already achieved by the better-controlled and | ower-

emtting sources in each source category or subcategory.
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Therefore, the entire MACT programis structured on a
source category-specific basis. All MACT standards
devel oped to date have addressed em ssions from specific
source categori es.

There are instances where nercury cell chlor-alkal
facilities are collocated with other source categories.
However, based on the risk assessnent for chlorine and
HCl em ssions frommercury cell chlor-alkali plants, the
predi cted inmpacts fromchlorine and HCl at these plants
are extremely low. We believe that the human health and
environnental inmpacts fromall sources in the subcategory
even when collocated with other chlorine and HC
emssions will still be within an anple margin of safety
to protect the public health, and will not cause adverse
environnmental effects. Moreover, as indicated in the
preanble to the proposed action, npbst mmj or processes at
the sites where nmercury cell chlor-alkali facilities are
| ocated are subject to, or will be subject to, NESHAP to
reduce HAP em ssions (67 FR 44714, July 3, 2002).
Therefore, it would be inappropriate to include em ssions
fromthose sources in an assessnent for the mercury cell
chl or-al kali subcategory conducted under the authority of

section 112(d)(4).
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Comment: Two commenters stated that the
envi ronnental effects anal ysis was not adequate. One
commenter stated that potential ecol ogical effects of HC
enm ssions have not been properly referenced. One
commenter stated that EPA s proposed action falls short
of its obligation to protect against environnental
effects. According to the commenter, EPA has understated
its statutory obligation in the proposed action. The
commenter referred to the |legislative history, which
i ndi cates that CAA section 112(d)(4) requires standards
that “would not result in adverse environnmental effects
whi ch woul d ot herwi se be reduced or elimnated.” The
commenter |listed the several shortcomngs in the EPA s
envi ronment al assessnent.

The commenter concluded that although EPA
acknow edged that it had an obligation to ensure that any
st andards set under section 112(d)(4) did not have any
adverse environnmental effects, the Agency did not
properly consider the issue. Therefore, the commenter
stated that EPA could not pronul gate standards under
section 112(d)(4) w thout contravening the CAA.

Response: While CAA section 112(d)(4) makes no

mention of environnental effects, we took the potenti al
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of such adverse effects into account when we issued our
proposed action. The level of our analysis at proposal
was adequate to satisfy the requirenents of section
112(d)(4). The comenters did not suggest that they
bel i eved there was the potential for adverse
environmental effects fromHC or chlorine em ssions from
mercury cell chlor-alkali plants. Were there any
evi dence that such adverse effects were |likely, or even
possi bl e, we woul d have conducted a nobre intensive
ecol ogi cal risk assessnent.

The comenters are correct, however, that we did not
di scuss the ecological effects of chlorine. This was
because, as was stated in the proposal preanble, we did
not perform a separate eval uation of chronic chlorine
exposure because chlorine is converted to HCl in the
at nosphere so rapidly.

At nospheric exposure is the primary pathway for
environmental effects fromchlorine em ssions. However,
since nost chlorine is converted to HCl, studies have
focused on the effects of HClI on vegetation. Although
pl ant exposures to elevated | evels of chlorine can cause
plant injury, it tends to be converted to other, |ess

toxic fornms rather rapidly in plants and may not result
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in the direct accunul ati on of toxic pollutant residuals
i nportant in the food chain.

Pl ant studi es have found foliar damage due to
chl orine em ssions, decreased |evels of chlorphyll a and
b, decreased | eaf areas, obvious chlorosis, and a decline
in fruit production due to chlorine em ssions.

There is evidence of effects to animals due to
acci dental and/or catastophic exposures, but the chlorine
concentrations of these exposures are unknown. However,
there are no data on exposure to historic or atnospheric
concentrations.

More information is available on the effects of
chlorine from aquatic exposures. However, there is no
evi dence that suggests that em ssions of chlorine from
i ndustrial sources in the air contribute significantly to
aquatic concentrations of chlorine.

One study reported a significant decrease in
phyt opl ankton activity follow ng exposure to 0.1 ppm
chlorine in cooling tower water. Additional |aboratory
studi es showed that continuous exposure to 0.002
mlligrams per liter (mg/L) total residual chlorine (TRC)
resulted in depressed al gal biomass in naturally-derived

m Cr ocosns.
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When exposed conti nuously for 96 hours to 0.05 ng/L
TRC, the Eurasian water m|foil showed a significant
reduction in shoot and dry wei ghts, shoot |ength, and
chl orophyl | content.

Aquatic invertebrates are very sensitive to chlorine
and reaction products of chlorine, with early |ife stages
showi ng the nost sensitivity. For exanple, free
chl ori ne, monochl oram ne, and di chl oroam ne have been
shown to reduce the rate of oyster |arvae survival. Many
studi es have been perforned, and the results are highly
vari abl e depending on the chlorine species, the |ifestage
of the invertebrate, and other factors such as salinity.
The npst sensitive aquatic species appears to be
nmol l uscan | arvae, with |ethal concentration 50% (LGC;,) of
0.005 nmg/L. Sublethal effects have al so been studi ed,

i ncludi ng reduced growt h, reduced notility, and
reproductive failure.

The effects on fish also vary depending on the life
stage and fish species and environnental factors, such as
the pH, tenperature, and type of chlorine species.

Larval stages are nore susceptible to effects, and
freshwat er species are nore sensitive than marine

species. Free chlorine is generally nore toxic than
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residual chlorine; where the formof chlorine is
dependent on the pH of the water. Sublethal effects such
as avoi dance, reduction of diversity in chlorinated
effluents, reduction or elimnation of spawning, abnor mal
| arvae, reduced oxygen consunmption, and gill damage have
been noted. Many LG, values were reported, ranging from
0.08 ng/L after 24 hours of exposure to TRCto 2.4 ng/L
after 0.5 hours of exposure to TRC.

Acut e and chronic exposures to predicted chlorine
and HCl concentrations around the sources are not
expected to result in adverse toxicity effects. These
pol lutants are not persistent in the environnent. The
chlorine and HCl emtted should not significantly
contribute to aquatic chlorine concentrations and are not
likely to accunulate in the soil. Chlorine rapidly
converts to HCl in the atnosphere, and chl orine and HC
are not believed to result in biomagnification or
bi oaccunul ation in the environnent. Therefore, we do not
feel there will be adverse ecol ogical effects due to
chl orine and HCl em ssions frommercury cell chlor-al kal
pl ants.

C. \What issues were raised regarding the conpliance

dat e?



89

Comment: Commenters requested an extension of the
conpliance date, which was proposed to be 2 years from
the effective date of the final rule. The comenters
recommended that the conpliance date should be changed to
3 years after pronulgation. The comenters stated that
affected facilities are being required to install costly,
conpl ex control and nonitoring equipnment, as well as
establish additional operating and mai nt enance procedures
at their facilities in order to ensure conpliance with
the em ssion limtations and work practice requirenments
of the proposed rule. The commenters believed that 2
years was not a sufficient period of tinme to conplete
such tasks, specifically the continuous nonitoring
requirenents.

Response: W agree that since the existing sources
are required to install conplex nonitoring equipment and
to establish additional operating and mai ntenance
procedures, it is reasonable to allow nore tine than the
proposed 2-year conpliance period. Section 63.6(c)(1l) of
t he NESHAP General Provisions states that “. . . in no
case will the conpliance date . . . exceed 3 years after

the effective date of Therefore, the final rule

specifies that the conpliance date for existing sources
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is 3 years after the effective date of the final rule.

D. What issues were raised regarding the em ssion

limtations?

Comment: One commenter, which submtted conmments
after the close of the comment period, recommended that
EPA re-define MACT to ban the use of nercury cel
technol ogy. The commenter explained that this would be
easi |y achi evabl e because the majority of the chlorine
production industry already uses other, superior
t echnol ogi es such as nenbrane cells and di aphragm cell s.
The comenter clainmed that EPA abused its authority to
establi sh subcategories of em ssion sources by creating a
subcat egory of “mercury cell chlor-alkali plants” within
the chlorine production source category which [imts the
pool of facilities upon which the MACT floor is based to
t hose who create dangerous pollution, as opposed to those
i ndustry | eaders that use non-polluting and readily
avai |l abl e equi pnent .

The comenter further |listed a | ack of confidence
that the nercury cell process could be adequately
controlled. The comenter explained that the work
practice requi rements which are proposed to address

fugitive em ssions, the | argest source of em ssions from
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this process, are too weak.

Finally, the commenter stated that converting al
mercury cell plants to nenbrane cells would still be
cost-effective, and that their estimte of the cost to
convert all mercury cell plants to other technol ogies
($920 mllion) was justifiable given the significant
threat to public health and the environnment posed by
mercury.

Response: W disagree with the commenter that we
abused our authority to create subcategories by
subcat egori zing the chlorine production industry and only
including mercury cell plants in the MACT fl oor analysis.
It is our general policy to subcategorize when there are
technical distinctions anong cl asses, types, or sizes of
sources, and manufacturing processes of sources, that
woul d i npact setting an appropriate emssion limt even
when creating the subcategories |eads to sone with a
smal | nunber of sources. This policy is supported by the
broad di scretion provided to the Agency to establish
subcat egori es under CAA section 112(c), the legislative
hi story, and EPA's prior rul emakings.

I n general, EPA has previously taken the position

t hat subcat egori zation is appropri ate where types of
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em ssions and/ or types of operation make use of the sane
air pollution control technol ogy infeasible. The EPA s
rul emaki ngs reflect this general understandi ng and
provide criteria for subcategorization that focus on the
appropri ateness of applying simlar technol ogy-based
requi renents at different sources.

The EPA feels that the subcategorization schene it
has used for this category of sources (as described above
and in the proposed rule) is consistent with the statute,
the | egislative history, and EPA s past inplenmentation of
section 112(c) and the MACT program The HAP em tted by
the two subcategories (mercury cell chlor-alkali plants
and non-nercury cell chlorine production) plants are
different-—while plants in both categories emt chlorine
and HCl, only plants in the nercury cell subcategory emt
mercury. The processes used to produce chlorine that the
plants in the two subcategories used are generally
different (because of the use of the mercury cells).

Thus, no change was made in response to this comment and
the final rule does not ban nmercury cells (except the
final rule does prohibit the em ssion of mercury from new
or reconstructed chlor-al kali production facility

sour ces).
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Wth regard to the cost effectiveness of a ban of
mercury cell chlor-alkali facilities, the commenter did
not provide any basis for their estimte so we could not
verify these costs. Further, we do not feel that
“conversion” accurately describes the replacenent of a
mercury cell plant to another technology. There is
little salvageable froma nercury cell plant that can be
used in the construction of a nmenbrane cell plant, so the
denolition of the mercury cell plant followed by the
construction of a nembrane cell plant is a nore accurate
characterization.

Therefore, we did not pronulgate a final rule that
requires non-nercury technology for chlorine production.
Comrent: Two commenters did not agree with the
proposed “beyond-the-floor” em ssion limtations. They

stated that there is no justification for EPA to set
emssion limts beyond the floor, as proposed. The
commenters stressed that EPA is required to assess the
cost-benefit relationship when considering “beyond the
MACT floor” limtations. According to the comenters,
the Agency did not set forth an accurate basis for costs
associated with neeting the MACT floor or cost/benefits

associated with neeting the “beyond the MACT fl oor”
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em ssion limtations.

These commenters were al so concerned that the very
low emission limts required by EPA's beyond-the-fl oor
det erm nati on cannot be obtained by the industry as a
whol e. Specifically, the commenters stated that the
Agency | acks high quality point source em ssion data upon
which to base their “beyond-the-floor” limts. The
commenters pointed out that the nmercury em ssion
limtations for hydrogen vent gas streans are based on
limted data provided by a single facility in Mine that
has been closed for nearly 2 years. The commenters
mai ntai ned that for all of the eleven plants conbi ned
(ten affected plants plus the closed Maine plant), there
was very little high quality point source em ssion dat a.
Due to the significant chance that the data used to
devel op the standard are biased and quantitatively non-
representative, the commenters stated that the Agency was
not justified in noving beyond the floor to the nost
stringent value ever obtained by the industry.

The comrenters further argued that EPA s concl usion
that the "beyond-the-floor” emssion |imtations can be
met with existing, commercially avail able control

equi pnent i s not supported and thereby seriously flawed.
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The comenters pointed out that EPA presented no data in
t he preanbl e or el sewhere in support of their decision
t hat the proposed standards could be met with
commercially avail able control systens.

Response: First, we disagree with the comenters’
assertions that we did not have justification for going
beyond the floor, and that we did not have an accurate
basis for costs associated with nmeeting the MACT fl oor or
meeti ng beyond-the-floor emssion |imtations. W
conducted a very detailed plant-specific cost inpacts
analysis which is available in the docket. The
commenters did not provide any specific coments on this
detail ed analysis or any specific data or rationale to
refute our cost analysis. Therefore, we stand by our
original analysis and have not made any changes to the
cost inpacts approach. Based on our analysis, we
concluded that the costs/benefits of going beyond the
floor are warranted. G ven the persistent nature of
mercury in the environment and its associ ated health and
wel fare i npacts, we continue to feel that the additional
em ssion reductions that will be achieved by the beyond-
the-floor option are warranted considering the associ ated

costs.
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However, in the proposal preanble (67 FR 44682), we
acknow edged that there was uncertainty associated with
the level of control associated with the beyond-the-fl oor
opti on proposed because the nol ecul ar sieve adsorption
control technology is no | onger commercially avail abl e,
and because the plant representing this |evel of control
is no | onger operating. W did not receive any conments
indicating that the nolecular sieve control technology is
commercially available. Further, since the plant has
cl osed, we were unable to obtain additional information
to further scrutinize the data to ensure that they were
not biased and quantitatively non-representative.
Therefore, we have concluded that we cannot fully
denonstrate that the proposed beyond-the-fl oor standard
is achievable using commercially avail abl e technol ogy.

In the proposal preanble, however, we also stated
that we were retaining the option of setting the standard
at the next |owest normalized em ssion val ue of
0.076 g Hg/ Mg Cl, for plants with end box ventil ati on
systens. The plant with this em ssions |evel controls
its by-product hydrogen systemwith a series of iodine
and potassium i odi de inpregnated carbon adsorbers, and

their end box ventilation systemvent with a condenser
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and dem ster, which are comercially avail able
technol ogies. Further, in the docunentation for the
proposed standard, we determ ned on a plant-specific
basis which comrercially avail abl e technol ogi es coul d be
made to conmply with the proposed standard. The
commenters provided no coment on why the application of
the very specific application of these technol ogies could
not achieve the em ssion limtations.

The em ssions estimates for the facility with
normal i zed em ssions of 0.076 g Hg/ My Cl, are based on
weekly testing using nethods that are nodifications of
EPA Met hods 101A and 102. The primary difference between
t he nmethods used by the facility and the EPA Reference
Met hods is that the sanpling is not isokinetic. W
di scussed our opinion that data obtained using this type
of nodified method were acceptable to use in MACT
standards in the proposal BID. Therefore, it can be
considered that the em ssion estimates used to establish
the level of 0.076 granms Hg/ Mg Cl, are based on weekly
performance tests. W do not consider such data to be of
| ow quality. Therefore for the final rule, we have
sel ected the 0.076 granms Hg/ My Cl , beyond-the-fl oor option

as MACT for plants with end box ventilation systens.
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For the by-product hydrogen stream for plants
wi t hout end box ventilation systens and nmercury thernal
recovery unit vents, there were no questions raised
regarding the availability of the control techniques used
at the lowest emtting plants that fornmed the basis for
t he proposed emi ssion limtations. Further, at proposal,
we exam ned the data used to establish the em ssion
limtations and determ ned that they were of adequate
quality to be used to establish standards. Therefore,
the final rule retains the proposed enm ssion linmtations
for these em ssion sources.

Comment: Commenters were concerned that the
proposed nmercury em ssion limtation for by-product
hydrogen had a daily averagi ng period for continuous
conpliance. According to the commenters, the Agency
devel oped the proposed standard using annual average
em ssions and actual annual production and then
interpolated to a daily Iimt wthout regard to
statistical error. Therefore, the commenters requested
ei ther an annual average em ssion rate limt or that the
daily limt be set at not less than two tinmes the annual
l[imt divided by 365 (days).

Response: The commenters are correct in that the



99
normal i zed mercury em ssions used to establish the
st andards were based on annual average eni ssions and
annual actual chlorine production. Therefore, the
commenters’ concerns about the variability of the control
systens over a year and the ability to conply on a daily
basis with this Iimt have nerit. W considered the two
options offered by the commenters (a 365-day conpliance
period and adjustnents to account for daily variations).
We do not feel that it would be appropriate to apply
a generic multiplier to the limt for mercury cell chlor-
al kali plants to account for short-termvariation. In
addition, nmercury cell em ssions data were not avail able
to assess the variability in em ssions fromthese
em ssion points. Therefore, we concluded that the
em ssion limtation should reflect an annual average.
This woul d be consistent with the data used to create the
emssion limtation and would allow for short-term
variations in operations and control device performnce.
The final rule is allow ng weekly nonitoring/testing
as an alternative nethod to determ ne continuous
conpliance with the emssion |[imtations. |In order to be
consistent with the continuous conpliance approach, we

concl uded that the by-product hydrogen/end box
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ventilation emssion |imtation in the final rule should
be annualized on a 52-week rolling basis. Specifically,
the final rule requires that nmercury em ssions from al
by- product hydrogen streanms and end box ventil ation
system vents not exceed 0.076 grans Hg/ Mg Cl, for any
consecutive 52-week peri od.

E. What issues were raised regarding the work practices?

Comment: One commenter recommended that EPA

establish nunerical standards for fugitive em ssions.

The comrenter nmintained that, absent published

i nformati on on good mass bal ance anal yses perfornmed at
chlor-alkali facilities, one can only assune that
significant nmercury |l osses are occurring through fugitive
em ssions. Accordingly, the comenter felt it is crucial
that the EPA step up efforts to address all potentia

rel ease routes fromsuch facilities, including fugitive
em ssi ons.

Anot her comrenter, which submtted coments after
the close of the comment period, expressed the view that
the mercury consunmed cannot be accounted for in materi al
bal ances. This commenter asserted that the proposed rule
failed to address the majority of the true annual mercury

em ssions fromthe nmercury cell chlor-alkali industry.
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The comenter explained that the nmercury used in this
i ndustry is not incorporated into final products or
consuned in the process, so all mercury purchased is used
to replenish mercury that has been lost fromthe
manuf acturi ng process. The comenter conpared the anmpunt
of mercury purchased by the industry in 1994 (136 tons)
to EPA's estimate of annual em ssions (22,200 pounds or
11.1 tons) and concluded that the proposed rule fails to
account for nearly 90 percent of the true nercury
em ssions fromthis industry. The comenter drew this
concl usi on based on the assunption that nost of the
mercury would be released to the air rather than
transferred off-site as solid waste or accunulated in on-
site tanks and ponds. The commenter noted that EPA' s
estimate of annual em ssions was based on outdated and
i nadequate estimates of fugitive em ssions which were
based on short-term neasurenments taken when fugitive
en ssions were non-representatively | ow

One of these comenters, who submtted coments
after the comment period, recommended that EPA require
both nmonitoring of fugitive em ssions fromcell roons and
wast e storage areas and establish a reduction goal for

such em ssions. According to the commenter, technol ogies



102
are available to quantify airborne nmercury concentrations
continuously, and in conbination with estimtes of air
flow rates, estimates of fugitive |oss rates under
sel ected conditions could be nmade and coul d serve as the
basis for reduction targets.

Response: The issue of unaccounted for mercury has
been the subject of intense scrutiny from other groups
within EPA and the indusry. As part of the G eat Lakes
Bi national Toxics Strategy, nercury cell chlorine
producers annually report the total mercury consunption
for the industry. Fromthe baseline consunption of 160
tons per year (tpy) for the years 1990-1995, the industry
reported an 81 percent reduction of mercury consunmed in
2001 (30 tpy). One of the commenters characterized the
2001 consunption as an outlier, but the 79 tpy consuned
in 2000 still represents a significant decrease fromthe
basel i ne | evel

Even with this decrease in consunption, significant
mercury remai ns unaccounted for by the industry. The
mercury rel eases reported to the air, water, and solid
wastes in the 2000 Toxi cs Rel ease Inventory (TRlI) total ed
around 14 tons. This |eaves around 65 tons of consumed

mercury that is not accounted for in the year 2000.
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While it may appear to the comenters that the
di screpancy in the nercury material balance is the result
of fugitive em ssions, there is little enpirical evidence
to support this conclusion. The commenters did not
provi de any em ssions data to support their assertion.
Furthernmore, industry personnel claimthat nercury which
condenses and accunul ates in pipes, tanks, and ot her
pl ant equi pnent makes up a | arge conponent of the
unaccounted for mercury. While the commenters conpletely
di scount this claimby the industry, it is relevant to
consi der the very high density of mercury. For instance,
the 65 tons of unaccounted for nercury in 2000 averages
just over 7 tons per plant. One gallon of nmercury weighs
around 113 pounds, neaning that around 124 gall ons of
mercury woul d be unaccounted for per plant. This is a
very small percentage (less than 2 percent) of the anmount
of mercury typically on site at nost facilities.
However, the industry is also unable to fully
substantiate their theory. Therefore, the fate of al
the mercury consuned at mercury cell chlor-alkali plants
remai ns sonmewhat of an eni gma.

We agree that work practice standards should only

be set when it is not feasible to prescribe or enforce an
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em ssion standard. |[|ndeed, our reasons for establishing

wor k practices instead of nunerical limts are based on

factors associated with the practicality and feasibility

of setting a realistic limt against which conpliance can

be measured and enforced.

First, data are not available to establish a

nuneri cal em ssion standard for fugitive em ssions. As

stated in the proposal preanble (67 FR 44680), em ssions

data for fugitives fromcell roonms and waste storage

areas are very limted. Second, we do not agree with the

commenter’s inplication that avail abl e nmeasur enent

t echnol ogi es coul d support enforcing a nunerical em ssion

standard for the follow ng reasons:

mercury em ssion nonitors have not been used to
monitor fugitive em ssions at nmercury chl or-al kal
facilities for conpliance denonstrations;

the variability in the nunber of and | ocation of
exhaust vents at each facility affects the amunt of
air nmoved through the cell roons and thus affects
the mass em ssion rate of the fugitives; and

the variability of the cell roomroof configuration
affects the feasibility of using the continuous

em ssions nonitors at each facility.
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Therefore, the establishment of numerical em ssion
limtations for fugitive em ssions fromthe cell room and
other areas is “not feasible,” as defined in CAA section
112(h)(2)(B). Thus, the final rule retains the work
practice elenments of the proposed rule.

However, in response to the concerns about
unaccounted for mercury, we did add a provision in the
final rule that requires each facility to record and
report the mercury consuned each year. While there are
no mercury consunption reduction targets in the final
rule, we believe that reporting nmercury consunption on a
pl ant-specific basis will encourage additional action to
identify unaccounted for nercury and reduce nmercury
consunpti on.

Comment: A commenter that submtted comments well
after the close of the coment period expressed the
opi nion that there was a fundanental flaw in the proposed
rul e because the proposal will weaken existing sources’
obligations to limt nmercury em ssions fromthe cel
room They cited 42 U.S.C. 87412(d)(7), which prohibits
em ssion standards from weakeni ng exi sting standards.
This commenter summari zed the 40 CFR part 61 nercury

NESHAP, which requires nmercury cell chlor-alkali plants
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to not emt nore than 2,300 grans per day of mercury from
the entire facility, including the cell room the by-
product hydrogen streans, the end box ventilation system
vents, and other sources of mercury. The commenter
stated that even if em ssions fromall other points were
zero, em ssion fromthe cell room cannot exceed
2,300 grans per day. The commenter acknow edged that an
owner or operator may forego cell room em ssion testing
and assune that cell roomem ssions are 1,300 grans/day,
but pointed out that conplying with these work practices
does not absolve the owner or operator of the obligation
to neet the applicable nuneric em ssion standard.

The commenter contrasted this with the proposed
rule, which established numerical em ssion standards for
by- product hydrogen streans, end box ventilation systens,
and mercury thermal recovery unit vents, but not for cel
room fugitive em ssions. The commenter clainmed that
em ssions fromthe cell roomw ||l be able to exceed 2, 300
grans/day so long as the work practices are foll owed,
when the rule as proposed prohibits such a result.

The comenter concluded that it is not sufficient to
say that the work practices that have been proposed are

more stringent than the existing requirenents, because
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nei ther the existing nor proposed work practices by
t hensel ves require any given nuneric |evel to be
achi eved. They argued that the existing nuneric limt
provi des EPA and the public with an enforceable limt of
performance to which owners and operators can be hel d.
The comenter went on to indicate that such a nuneri cal
standard is particularly necessary, as plants are
currently emtting far nore than 2,300 granms per day of
mercury. To support this assertion, the commenter
provided information indicating that mercury cell plants
add much nore nmercury to their cells than 2,300 grans per
day, and they concluded that cell roomenissions is a
very likely way that nmercury is lost. In conclusion, the
commenter stated that it would be inappropriate for EPA
torely entirely on a work practice standard and
elimnate stricter provisions that would enable the
Agency to insist that facilities keep their em ssions
bel ow a set |evel.

Response: The 40 CFR part 61, Mercury NESHAP,
861.53(c) (1), contains requirenents for stack sanpling to
determ ne em ssion levels for cell roomventilation
systens at mercury chlor-alkali plants. |If an owner or

operator neets the prescribed work practice standards,
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t hey can assune a nercury em ssion rate fromthe cel
room of 1,300 grans per day.

While the final rule does not retain the nunerical
em ssion limtation fromthe 40 CFR part 61 Mercury
NESHAP, the requirenents in the final rule for fugitive
mercury em ssions fromthe cell roomare far nore
stringent than the design, maintenance, and housekeepi ng
practices allowed by the Mercury NESHAP in |ieu of
meeting the nunerical [imt. |In addition, the Mercury
NESHAP cont ai ned only 18 work practice requirenments as
conpared to the nore than 80 design, operation,
mai nt enance, inspection, and required actions for repair
contained in tables 1 through 4 to the final rule. The
wor k practice standards specify the equi pnment and areas
to be inspected along with the frequency of the
i nspections and conditions that trigger corrective
action. Response tinme intervals for when the corrective
actions nust occur are also specified. Furthernore, sone
types of inspections are required at nore frequent
intervals than required by the Mercury NESHAP (e.g.,

i nspecti ng deconposers for hydrogen | eaks tw ce per day
rat her than once each day). |In addition, the detail ed

recordkeepi ng procedures and reporting provisions are
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nmore fully devel oped than those in the Mercury NESHAP, as
wel |l as requirenents for storage of mercury-containing
wast es.

Finally, the work practice standards contain a
requi renment for owners and operators to devel op and
i npl ement a plan for the routi ne washdown of accessible
surfaces in the cell roomand other areas. The standards
establish the duty for owners or operators to prepare and
inplement a witten plan for washdowns and specify
el ements to be addressed in the plan. A requirenent for
washdowns is an inportant part of an overall approach to
reducing cell roomfugitive em ssions.

Along with a floor-level periodic nmercury nonitoring
program (di scussed later), not only will the work
practice standards in the final rule result in reduced
mercury fugitive em ssions (and, therefore, nercury
consunption), but provide nuch nore enforceable
provi sions so that an inspector can verify that they are
bei ng net.

In addition, we have cal cul ated em ssion reductions
for the final rule. Assum ng that every facility is
conplying with the 1,000 granms per day limt from point

sources (this value assunes that 1,300 grans per day of
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the 2,300 granms per day facility limt are being used for
fugitive em ssions), we estimate that baseline em ssions
fromall nine existing facilities (relative to the
Mercury NESHAP) are 3,285 kg/yr. W estimate that annual
em ssions after the application of MACT to be 217 kg/yr.
Therefore, the final rule will result in em ssion
reducti ons of 3,068 kg/yr, or approximately 93 percent
fromthe existing Mercury NESHAP. This supports our
position that we are not setting a standard that all ows
backsliding. Therefore, once the final rule conpliance
dat e ensues, sources subject to the provisions of the
final rule will no | onger be subject to the Mercury
NESHAP.

Comrent: Commenters disagreed with EPA's proposal
to institute a continuous nmercury nonitoring program
wher eby owners and operators would be required to
continuously nonitor nmercury concentration in the upper
portion of each cell room and take corrective actions
when el evated nercury vapor |levels are detected. The
commenters stated that the proposed nonitoring program
was seriously flawed and should be deleted fromthe final
rule. The comenters noted that periodic nonitoring done

in various areas of the cell room (as currently practiced
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to ensure conpliance with Occupational Health & Safety
Adm ni stration (OSHA) perm ssible exposure limts) was an
appropriate substitute. Several comenters stated that

t hey woul d not be opposed to the continuous mercury
monitoring programif the technology were field
denonstr at ed.

In contrast, one comenter, which submtted comments
after the close of the coment period, “enthusiastically”
supported the proposed cell room nonitoring program
Nonet hel ess, the commenter felt that it was unw se for
the EPA to all ow each owner/operator to set his/her own
cell room action |evel.

Sonme commenters stated that cell roomnonitoring is
redundant to the housekeeping requirenents, and that the
work practices required in Tables 1-5 to the proposed
rule allow for sufficient opportunity to quickly detect
abnormal sources of nmercury em ssions. Another comenter
stated that the final rule should either require
continuous nonitoring or detailed work practice standards
but not both. The commenter argued that cell room
designs vary greatly. Gven this variability, the
commenter urged EPA to enable facilities to select the

appropriate conpliance strategy for individual
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ci rcunst ances.

Response: Wth regard to technical feasibility, a
cell roomnercury nonitoring systemwas tested in 2000 at
a nercury cell facility in Augusta, Georgia, that
denonstrated that the nonitoring technol ogy can be
effectively installed and operated in nmercury cell chlor-
al kali plant cell roonms, and this technol ogy, along wth
ot her measures, can be an effective nechanismto identify
| eaki ng equi pnent and other problens that result in
fugitive nercury em ssions fromthe cell room

We acknow edge that this success, which occurred in
alimted and very controlled situation for a short tine
peri od, does not necessarily prove that sim|lar
nmonitoring at every nmercury cell room would prove to be
an effective long-termnmethod to reduce nercury fugitive
em ssions. In fact, the design and operation of the
Augusta facility probably represented the optinmm
circunstances for a mercury cell room nonitoring program
to be successful. W are aware that cell room designs
vary greatly and recogni ze that the design affects the
| ocati on and nunmber of nonitors necessary to accurately
noni tor each individual cell room In addition,

dependi ng on the design of the roof, it may be possible
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that installation of nonitors that adequately nonitor
mercury concentrati on would not even be possi bl e.

Even with these Iimtations, a well designed and
i npl emented cell room nonitoring program can effectively
reduce nercury fugitive em ssions on a |ong-term basis.
Therefore, we included this concept in the final rule.

However, we do agree with the commenters that a
conprehensi ve conti nuous cell room nonitoring program
shoul d be sufficient to reduce fugitive nercury em ssions
fromthe cell room w thout inposing the overl apping
requirements of the detailed work practices. Therefore,
we have concluded that it is appropriate to allow
facilities to inplement the continuous cell room
nmonitoring programas an alternative to, and not in
addition to, the work practice requirenents. In the
final rule, facilities are given the option to inplenent
the cell room continuous nonitoring programin |ieu of
the work practice requirenents. W do, however, fee
there is a need to outline nore specifically the el enents
that must be included in the cell room nonitoring program
to ensure that it provides at |east the sane |evel of
control as the work practices and cell room nonitoring

program woul d have provi ded together. Therefore, there



114

are nore prescriptive requirenents in the final rule for
the cell roomnnonitoring plan option. The final rule
di ctates how the action level is to be established, what
measures mnmust be foll owed when the action level is
exceeded, and what records nust be kept.

Al t hough the continuous cell room nonitoring
provi sions are optional, sonme nmercury nonitoring to
detect elevated nmercury levels in the cell roomis
appropriate. Therefore, we have included a periodic
nmonitoring programto be performed throughout the cel
roomas a substitute for continuous nmonitoring. The
final rule contains a floor-level periodic nonitoring
program as part of the work practice standards.

F. What issues were raised regarding the npnitoring and

conti nuous compliance requirenents?

Comrent: Three commenters questioned EPA s intent
in establishing em ssion |imtations based on the initial
performance test. These commenters felt that the
proposed standards anpbunted to changing the em ssion
limt based on the em ssions observed during the
performance test which amounted to ignoring the em ssion
l[imt established through the rul enmaki ng process. Two of

t he commenters stated that the anount of mercury
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em ssions neasured during the initial conpliance
performance test should be used only to verify conpliance
with the MACT standards, and not to establish new
em ssion limts. The conmenters were concerned that the
em ssion limts would becone floating limts based on the
nost recent performance test, as opposed to bei ng MACT
st andar ds.

The comrenters indicated that variations around the
concentrations, above and bel ow, neasured during the
perfornmance test can be expected. Treatnent systens
enpl oyed to obtain conpliance (e.g., carbon) would be
expected to show sone slight deterioration after a period
of operation. Therefore, a performance test conducted
just after a carbon change would result in an
unrealistically Iow operating limt. Finally, the
comrenters were concerned that different facilities would
have different operating limts, depending on variables
li ke the type of control equipnment installed, the
operating conditions on the day of the em ssion test
(i.e., mercury volatility changes significantly with
tenperature), and other factors. One commenter was
concerned that, given the wide variability in em ssion

constituents, operators would not be able to assure that
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their facilities will consistently emit within the limts
established during an ideally controlled initial
performance test.

Two of the commenters acknow edged t hat other MACT
standards require the gathering of data for surrogate
parameters (e.g., scrubber liquor pH, scrubber Iiquor
flow) when direct nmeasurenent of a control paranmeter is
not required or feasible. These surrogate paranmeters are
used to establish performance requirenments for the
control device. The commenters went on to say that in
cases where performance requirenents based on surrogate
paranmeters were established during the performance test,
the em ssion limtation was not nodified to reflect the
actual em ssions experience during the test. However,
the commenters stated that they felt that this is exactly
what is required under the proposed rule.

One of the comenters argued that EPA' s required
installation of instrunents directly in the vent stream
to continuously nonitor actual concentration of nmercury
and, therefore, actual mercury em ssions, neans that
there is no need to rely on operating paraneters which
have been cal cul ated for only one set of conditions.

One commenter was concerned about the cost-benefits
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of continuous nonitoring systens (CMS) in the by-product
hydrogen, end box ventilation system and nmercury thernal
recovery unit vent streanms. According to the comenter
the types of control devices likely to be used for
controlling mercury em ssions fromthese streans (i.e.
carbon or nol ecular sieve units) have very good
performance characteristics and are not |likely to incur
short-term upsets. The comenter noted that perfornmance
is subject to normal variations, and the ability of these
systens to absorb nercury does degrade over tine. The
commenter stated that before em ssions reach the permt
limts due to reduced performance, the beds nust be
replaced. The commenter requested that in lieu of CMS,
facilities should be allowed to rely on the known
capability of the systens to operate reliably. The
commenter stated that the Agency could del ete the
requi rement for CMS without any real harmto the

envi ronnment .

Response: In general, we disagree with the prem se
of the comenters’ argunment. The proposed rule would

have required that continuous conpliance for each vent be
determ ned by nonitoring nmercury concentration as an

operating limt. The measured concentrations would not
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have been used to conpare directly with the em ssion
limtations. Rather, they would have provided an

i ndi cation that the control device was performng in a
manner consistent with the operation during the initial
performance test. Therefore, the proposed requirenents
to establish operating limts would have established
em ssion limtations, or resulted in changing em ssion
limts, based on the initial performnce test.

However, we do acknow edge that there is a
difference in a nmercury concentration operating limt and
an operating limt based on surrogate paraneters because
the mercury concentration is obviously a direct neasure
of mercury em ssions. In fact, we agree with the point
made by the one commenter that there is no need to rely
on operating paraneters when a direct neasurenent of
enm ssions is being required.

As discussed at length in the proposal preanble (67
FR 44690), we considered requiring mercury continuous
em ssion nonitors (CEM that would directly neasure in
units of the standard. Although nonitoring that directly
measures conpliance is preferred, we decided to propose
mercury concentration operating limts based on the

uncertainties associated with the cost and reliability of
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the mercury nonitoring devices. Comenters did not
provide any information to alleviate these concerns. In
fact, they shared our basic concerns even if the
nmonitoring devices were only used for operating limts.

We wei ghed the coments related to the nercury
concentration operating limts against the concerns
associated with using nmercury concentration nonitors as
CEM Qur preference continues to be to require nmercury
CEM Wth sufficient evaluation, analysis, and
refinenment, the industry will find these devices
acceptable. However, we could not require these devices
in the final rule without a fallback alternative if
sources found that these nonitoring devices were not
acceptable for use within the industry.

During the devel opnent of the proposed standards, we
| earned that many nercury cell chlor-alkali facilities
conducted periodic (e.g., weekly, nonthly) tests to
determ ne the nercury content in vent streams. This is
done to assess control device performance or, for the by-
product hydrogen stream to ensure product quality.
These tests are not typically conducted using EPA-
approved test nethods, but are usually conducted using

modi fied methods. Since this periodic testing is already
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bei ng conducted at many nercury cell plants, we eval uated
whet her a conti nuous conpliance option could be included
in the final rule based on such periodic testing. Since
such testing directly measures nercury eni ssions, we
concluded that it would be an acceptable alternative to
mercury CEM  The only question was how often such
testing woul d be needed to ensure continuous conpliance
with the emssion limtations. Daily testing would
certainly be adequate, but we were concerned about the
costs and burden associated with 365 tests each year for
each process vent.

The nost common final control device is (or will be)
nonr egenerative carbon adsorption. These fixed bed
carbon devices can operate for long periods of tinme
before a carbon change is needed. The carbon replacenent
frequency is often nore than a year. Wekly testing
woul d be nore than sufficient to represent the em ssions
for the entire week and to indicate when breakthrough
(i.e., the point at which the carbon has becone saturated
with nmercury em ssions) is approaching. Because
br eakt hr ough does not occur instantaneously, but is
sl owl y approached over tine, weekly testing is sufficient

to detect the point at which breakthrough is approaching.
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However, there is the possibility that non-carbon
devi ces such as condensers, absorbers, or regenerative
nol ecul ar sieves could be used as the final control
device to conply with the emssion |imts in the final
rule. Since inproper operation of these devices could
result in higher em ssions for short periods, we had
concerns about utilizing weekly testing for these
devi ces. However, we concluded that if paranmetric
moni tori ng of surrogate parameters (e.g., condenser
tenperature) were conducted to ensure consistent and
proper operation of these devices, weekly testing would
be accept abl e.

Therefore, the final rule includes two options for
conti nuous conpliance for the by-product hydrogen stream
t he end box ventilation systemvent, and the nercury
thermal recovery unit vent. The first option is
conti nuous em ssions nmonitoring using a nmercury
continuous en ssions nonitoring system The second is
periodic testing using Method 101, 101A, or 102 or an
approved alternative nmethod. Specifically, this second
option requires that at |east three acceptable test runs
be conducted each week. As part of the periodic testing

option, if the final control device is not a
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nonr egenerati ve carbon adsorber, surrogate paraneter
nmonitoring is required.

V. What are the environnmental, cost, and econom c

i npacts of the final rule?

A. \VWhat are the air em ssion inpacts?

The | evel of mercury em ssions allowed by the
Mercury NESHAP is 2,300 grans per day. |[|f one assunes
that all nine plants in the source category emt mercury
at this level, and that each operates 365 days a year,
total annual potential-to-emt baseline enissions woul d
be 7,556 kg/yr (16,658 I b/yr). Annual potential-to-emt
baseline em ssions for fugitive emn ssion sources would be
4,271 kgl/yr (9,416 I b/yr), based on 1,300 grams per day
assumed for each plant’s cell roomventilation system
when the 18 design, maintenance, and housekeepi ng
practices referenced in the Mercury NESHAP are foll owed.
Annual potential-to-emt baseline em ssions for by-
product hydrogen streans, end box ventilation system
vents, and nmercury thermal recovery unit vents would be
3,285 kg/yr (7,242 | b/yr), based on the remining
1,000 grams per day allowed. W estimate that the final
rule will reduce industrywi de mercury em ssions for by-

product hydrogen streanms, end box ventilation system
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vents, and nercury thermal recovery unit vents fromthis
annual potential-to-emt baseline to around 217 kg/yr
(478 I b/yr), which is equivalent to about 93 percent
reducti on.

VWhile the | evel of nmercury em ssions allowed by the
Mercury NESHAP defines the potential-to-emt baseline,

t he sum of annual nmercury em ssion releases from by-
product hydrogen streans, end box ventilation system
vents, and nercury thermal recovery vents, as estimted
by mercury cell chlor-alkali plants, defines an annual
actual baseline for vents of about 800 kg/yr

(1,764 Ib/yr). We estimate that the final rule wll
reduce i ndustrywi de nercury em ssions for vents fromthis
annual actual baseline to around 217 kg/yr (478 |b/yr),
which is equivalent to about 73 percent reduction.

We estimate that secondary air pollution en ssions
will result fromthe production of electricity required
to operate new control devices and new nonitoring
equi pnment assunmed for plant vents. Assum ng electricity
producti on as based entirely on coal conbustion for a
wor st - case scenario, we estimted plant-specific inpacts
for sul fur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, particulate matter

and carbon nonoxi de em ssi ons. The total estimted
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secondary air inpacts of the final requirenents for point
sources at the nine nmercury cell chlor-alkali plants is
around 2.12 Myg/yr (4.67 tpy) for all pollutants conbi ned.

We are unable to quantify the primary air eni ssion
I npacts associated with the final work practice
standards, so no nmercury em ssion reduction is assuned
for fugitive em ssion sources. However, we feel strongly
that the new and nore explicit requirenents contained in
the final standards will in fact result in mercury
enm ssion reductions beyond baseline levels. Relative to
secondary i npacts, we expect that secondary air pollution
em ssions will result fromthe production of electricity
required to operate new nonitoring equi pnent assuned for
pl ant cell roonms. W estimate the secondary air inpacts
of the final rule for fugitive em ssion sources to be
0.112 Mg/yr (0.124 tpy).

B. VWhat are the non-air health, environnental., and

enerqgy i npacts?

We do not expect that there will be any significant
adverse non-air health inpacts associated with the final
standards for nmercury-cell chlor-alkali plants.

We estimate that an increase in the anmount of

mercury-containing waters will result fromthe hei ghtened
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use of packed tower scrubbing assuned for several plant
vents. The total estimted water pollution inmpact of the
final rule for point sources is about 1.5 mllion liters
(404 thousand gall ons) of additional wastewater per year.
We estimate that an increase in the anount of mercury-
containing solid wastes will result with the hei ghtened
use of carbon adsorption assuned for several plant vents.
The total estinmated solid waste inpact of the final rule
for point sources is about 8.8 Mg/yr (9.7 tpy) of
addi ti onal mercury-containing spent carbon.

We are unable to quantify non-air environnental
i npacts associated with the final work practice
standards, so no wastewater and solid waste inpacts are
assumed for fugitive em ssion sources.

We estimate that the final requirenents for point
sources will result in increased energy consunption,
specifically additional fan power in conveying gas
streans through new carbon adsorbers and new packed
scrubbers assunmed for certain plant vents and additional
power consunmed by new vent nonitoring equi pnment. The
total estimted energy inpacts of the final requirenents
for point sources is about 772 thousand kW hr/yr.

We estimate that the final requirenents for fugitive
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em ssion sources will result in increased energy
consunption required to operate new nonitoring equi pnent
assunmed for plant cell roons. The total estimated energy
i npacts of the final requirenents for fugitive em ssion
sources i s about 39 thousand kWhr/yr.

C. \What are the cost and econom c i npacts?

For projecting cost inpacts of the final rule on the
mercury cell chlor-alkali industry, we estimate that al
nine plants will incur costs to neet the final work
practice standards and the final nonitoring,
recordkeepi ng, and reporting requirenents. W estinmate
that seven plants will incur costs to neet the final
em ssion limts for by-product hydrogen streans and end
box ventilation systemvents, and two plants will incur
costs to neet the final emssion limts for nmercury
thermal recovery units. The total estimated capital cost
of the final rule for the nine mercury cell chlor-al kal
plants is around $1.6 mllion, and the total estimated
annual cost is about $1.4 mllion per year. Plant-
specific annual costs in our estimate range from about
$130, 000 for the |least-inpacted plant to about $260, 000
for the worst-inpacted plant.

The purpose of the econom c inpact analysis is to
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estimte the market response of chlor-alkali production
facilities to the final standards and to determ ne the
econom c effects that may result due to the final NESHAP.
Chl or-al kali production jointly creates both chlorine and
caustic, usually sodium hydroxide, in fixed proportions.
Being joint compdities, the econom c anal ysis considers
t he inpacts of the final NESHAP on both the chlorine and
sodi um hydroxi de markets.

The chlor-al kali production source category contains
43 facilities, but only nine facilities using mercury
cells are directly affected by the final standards.

These nine facilities are |ocated at nine plants that are
owned by seven conpani es.

Chl or-al kali production in mercury cells leads to
potential mercury em ssions from hydrogen streans, end
box ventilation systemvents, nmercury thermal recovery
units, and fugitive em ssion sources. The conpliance
costs for the final standards, therefore, relate to the
purchase, installation, operation, and nai ntenance of
pol luti on control equipnent at the point sources, as well
as the [ abor costs and overheads associated with
observing work practices addressing fugitive eni ssions.

The estimted total annual costs for the final NESHAP are
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$1.8 million. This cost estimate represents about
0. 30 percent of the 1997 chlorine sales revenue for the
mercury cell chlor-alkali production facilities.
Furthernmore, the total annual costs represent |ess than
0.01 percent of the revenues of owning the directly
affected mercury cell chlor-alkali plants.

The econom ¢ anal ysis predicts m niml changes in
i ndustry outputs and the market prices of chlorine and
sodi um hydroxide as a result of the estimted control
costs. The new market equilibriumquantities of chlorine
and sodi um hydroxi de decrease by less than 0.1 percent.
Equi li brium prices of chlorine and sodi um hydroxi de both
rise by less than 0.1 percent due to the final standards.
Based on these estimtes, we conclude that the final
standards are not likely to have a significant economc
i npact on the chlorine production industry as a whol e or
on secondary markets such as the | abor market and foreign
trade.

We perfornmed an econom c analysis to determ ne
facility- and conpany-specific inpacts. These econom ¢
i npacts are neasured by calculating the ratio of the
esti mated annual i zed conpliance costs of em ssions

control for each entity to its revenues (i.e., cost-to-
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sales ratio). After the cost-to-sales ratio is
cal cul ated for each entity, it is then nmultiplied by 100
to convert the ratio into percentages. Actual revenues
at the facility level are not avail able, therefore,
estimated facility revenues received fromthe sal e of
chlorine are used. Sonme of these facilities al so produce
caustic as potassium hydroxi de, but the revenues fromthe
sale of this product are not estimated. The nine mercury
cell chlor-alkali plants have positive cost-to-sales
ratios. The ratio of costs to estimated chl orine sales
revenue for these facilities range froma | ow of
0. 16 percent to a high of 1.00 percent. The average
cost-to-sales ratio for the nine mercury process chlorine
production facilities is 0.46 percent. Mre detailed
econom ¢ anal ysis predicted m ni mal changes in chlorine
producti on at each facility. Thus, overall, the econom c
i npact of the final standards is mninmal for the
facilities producing chlorine.

The share of conpliance costs to conpany sales are
cal culated to determ ne conpany | evel inpacts. Since
seven conpanies own the nine affected facilities, al
seven firms face positive conpliance costs fromthe fina

NESHAP. The ratio of costs to estinmated revenues range
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froma |low of less than 0.01 percent to a high of
0.22 percent, and the average ratio of costs to conmpany
revenues is 0.06 percent. Again, nore detailed economc
anal ysis at the conpany |evel predicts little change in
conpany out put or revenues. So, at the conpany |evel,
the final standards are not anticipated to have a
significant econom c inpact on conpani es that own and
operate the chlorine production facilities.

No facility or conpany is expected to close as a
result of the final standards, and the econonic inpacts
to consuners are anticipated to be mnimal. The
generally small scale of the inpacts suggests that there
will also be no significant i1inpacts on markets for the
products made using chlorine or sodium hydroxi de. For
more information, consult the econom c inpact analysis
report entitled “Econom c | npact Analysis for the Final
Mercury Cell Chlor-Alkali Production NESHAP,” which is
avai l able in the docket for this rul emaking.

VI. Statutory and Executive Order Reviews

A. Executive Order 12866 - Requl atory Pl anni nhg and

Revi ew
Under Executive Order 12866 (58 FR 51735, October 4,

1993), the Agency nust determ ne whether the regul atory
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action is "significant"” and therefore subject to Ofice
of Management and Budget (OVB) review and the
requi rements of the Executive Order. The Executive Order
defines "significant regulatory action” as one that is
likely to result in a rule that may:

(1) Have an annual effect on the econony of $100
mllion or nore or adversely affect in a material way the
econony, a sector of the econony, productivity,
conpetition, jobs, the environnent, public health or
safety, or State, local, or tribal governnents or
communi ti es;

(2) create a serious inconsistency or otherw se
interfere with an action taken or planned by anot her
agency;

(3) materially alter the budgetary inpact of
entitlenments, grants, user fees, or |oan prograns, or the
ri ghts and obligation of recipients thereof; or

(4) raise novel legal or policy issues arising out
of |l egal mandates, the President's priorities, or the
principles set forth in the Executive Order

It has been determ ned that the final rule is not a
"significant regulatory action” under the terns of

Executive Order 12866 and is, therefore, not subject to
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OMVB revi ew.

B. Paper wor k Reducti on Act

The information collection requirenments in the final
rul e have been submtted for approval to OVB under the
requi renents of the Paperwork Reduction Act, 44 U S. C
3501 et seq. The information requirenents are not
enf orceabl e until OVB approves them

The information requirenments are based on
notifications, records, and reports required by the
CGeneral Provisions (40 CFR part 63, subpart A), which are
mandat ory for all operators subject to national em ssion
standards. These recordkeeping and reporting
requi renments are specifically authorized under section
114 of the CAA (42 U.S.C. 7414). Al information
submtted to the EPA pursuant to the recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenents for which a claim of
confidentiality is made will be safeguarded according to
Agency policies in 40 CFR part 2, subpart B,
Confidentiality of Business |Information.

According to the ICR, the total 3-year nonitoring,
reporting, and recordkeeping burden for this collection
is 6,692 | abor hours, and the annual average burden is

2,231 | abor hours. The total annualized cost of
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moni toring, reporting, and recordkeeping is approxi mately
$628,212. The | abor cost over the 3-year period is
$295, 928 or $98, 643 per year. The annualized capital
cost for nonitoring equiprment is $262,458. Annual
operation and mai nt enance costs are $365, 754 over 3
years, averaging $121,918 per year. This estimte
i ncludes a one-tinme plan for denonstrating conpliance,
annual conpliance certificate reports, notifications, and
recor dkeepi ng.

Burden neans the total time, effort, or financial
resources expended by persons to generate, maintain,
retain, or disclose or provide information to or for a
Federal agency. This includes the tine needed to review
instructions; devel op, acquire, install, and utilize
t echnol ogy and systens for the purpose of collecting,
val i dating, and verifying information; process and
mai ntain informati on and di scl ose and provide
information; adjust the existing ways to conply with any
previously applicable instructions and requirenents;
train personnel to respond to a collection of
i nformation; search existing data sources; conplete and
review the collection of information; and transmt or

ot herwi se disclose the information.



134

An agency may not conduct or sponsor, and a person
is not required to respond to, a collection of
information unless it displays a currently valid OVB
control number. The OVB control nunmbers for EPA's
regul ations are listed in 40 CFR part 9 and 48 CFR
chapter 15. The OWMB control number(s) for the
information collection requirenments in the final rule
will be listed in an amendnent to 40 CFR part 9 or 48 CFR

chapter 15 in a subsequent Federal Register docunent

after OVB approves the ICR

C. Regul atory Flexibility Act

The EPA has determned that it is not necessary to
prepare a regulatory flexibility analysis in connection
with the final rule. The EPA has al so determ ned that
the final rule will not have a significant econoni c
i npact on a substantial nunmber of small entities. For
pur poses of assessing the inpacts of today's final rule
on small entities, small entity is defined as: (1) a
smal | busi ness according to the Small Busi ness
Adm ni stration (SBA) size standards by NAICS code, a
maxi mum of 1, 000 enpl oyees for the al kalies and chl orine
manuf acturing industry; (2) a small governnental

jurisdiction that is a government of a city, county,
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town, school district or special district with a
popul ati on of |ess than 50,000; and (3) a snal
organi zation that is any not-for-profit enterprise which
is independently owned and operated and is not dom nant
inits field.

After considering the econom c inpacts of today’s
final rule on small entities, EPA has concluded that this
action will not have a significant econom c inpact on a
substantial nunber of small entities. W have determ ned
that two of the seven conpanies that own nmercury chlor-
al kali plants are small entities. Although small
busi nesses represent 30 percent of the conpanies within
t he source category, they are expected to incur 18
percent of the total industry annual conpliance costs.
There are no conpanies with conpliance costs equal to or
greater than 1 percent of their sales. No firns are
expected to close rather than incur the costs of
conpliance with the final rule. Furthernore, firnms are
not projected to close their facilities due to the final
rul e.

Al t hough the final rule will not have significant
econom ¢ inpact on a substantial nunber of small

entities, we have nonet hel ess worked aggressively to
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m nimze the inpact of the final rule on small entities,
consistent with our obligation under the CAA. The two
conpani es have been active participants in the rul emaking
process through their association with the industry trade
organi zation, the Chlorine Institute. Therefore, we net
with representatives of these snmall entities on numerous
occasions. |In addition, we conducted an extended visit
to a mercury cell chlor-alkali plant owned by one of
t hese conpanies to understand their process and em ssion
control techniques, along with any uni que inpacts that
m ght occur due to the fact that their conpany was a
smal |l entity. |In general, the provisions of the rule
were deigned to achieve the maxi nrum em ssion reduction
whil e al so incorporating as many of the existing
practices currently being enployed by the industry. The
i nput received fromthese small entities was duly
considered in this eval uation.

D. Unf unded Mandat es Reform Act of 1995

Title I'l of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995
(UVRA), Public Law 104-4, establishes requirenents for
Federal agencies to assess the effects of their
regul atory actions on State, |ocal, and tribal

governnents and the private sector. Under section 202 of



137

the UMRA, we generally nust prepare a witten statenent,
i ncludi ng cost-benefit analysis, for proposed and fi nal
rules with "Federal mandates" that may result in
expenditures to State, local, and Tribal governnents, in
t he aggregate, or to the private sector, of $100 mllion
or nore in any 1 year. Before pronulgating an EPA rule
for which a witten statenment is needed, section 205 of
the UVRA generally requires us to identify and consider a
reasonabl e nunber of regulatory alternatives and adopt
the | east costly, npbst cost-effective, or |east
burdensonme al ternative that achieves the objectives of
the rule. The provisions of section 205 do not apply
when they are inconsistent with applicable |Iaw
Mor eover, section 205 allows us to adopt an alternative
ot her than the |east costly, nost cost-effective, or
| east burdensonme alternative if we publish with the final
rul e an explanation why that alternative was not adopted.

Before we establish any regulatory requirenents that
may significantly or uniquely affect small governnents,
i ncluding Tribal governnents, we nust have devel oped
under section 203 of the UMRA a small governnment agency
pl an. The plan nmust provide for notifying potentially

affected small governnents, enabling officials of



138

affected small governnents to have neaningful and tinely
i nput in the devel opnment of our regulatory proposals with
significant Federal intergovernnental mandates, and

i nform ng, educating, and advising small governments on
conpliance with the regul atory requirenents.

We have determ ned that the final rule does not
contain a Federal mandate that may result in expenditures
of $100 mllion or nore for State, local, or tribal
governnents, in the aggregate, or the private sector in
any 1 year. The total annualized cost of the final rule
has been estimated to be $1, 390,000. Thus, today’s final
rule is not subject to the requirenents of sections 202
and 205 of the UVMRA. In addition, we have determ ned
that the final rule contains no regulatory requirenments
that m ght significantly or uniquely affect small
governnments because it contains no regulatory
requi renents that apply to such governnents or inpose
obl i gati ons upon them Therefore, the final rule is not
subject to the requirenents of section 203 of the UMRA

E. Executive Order 13132 - Federalism

Executive Order 13132, entitled "Federalism (64 FR
43255, August 10, 1999), requires EPA to devel op an

account abl e process to ensure “nmeaningful and tinmely
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i nput by State and | ocal officials in the devel opnent of
regul atory policies that have federalisminplications.”
“Policies that have federalisminplications” are defined
in the Executive Order to include regulations that have
"substantial direct effects on the States, on the
rel ati onshi p between the national Governnent and the
States, or on the distribution of power and
responsi bilities anong the various |evels of Governnent.”

The final rule does not have federalism
inplications. It will not have substantial direct
effects on the States, on the relationship between the
nati onal Governnment and the States, or on the
di stribution of power and responsibilities anong the
various |levels of Governnment, as specified in Executive
Order 13132. The standards apply only to nmercury cel
chlor-al kali plants and do not pre-exenpt States from
adopting nore stringent standards or otherw se regul ate
State or local governnments. Thus, Executive Order 13132
does not apply to the final rule.

Al t hough section 6 of Executive Order 13132 does not
apply to the final rule, EPA did consult with State and
| ocal officials in developing the final rule. No

concerns were raised by these officials during this
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consul tati on.

F. Executive Order 13175 - Consultation and Coordi nati on

with I ndian Tribal Governnents

Executive Order 13175, entitled “Consultation and
Coordination with Indian Tribal Governnments” (65 FR
67249, Novenber 6, 2000), requires EPA to devel op an
account abl e process to ensure “nmeaningful and tinely
input by tribal officials in the devel opnent of
regul atory policies that have tribal inplications.”
“Policies that have tribal inplications” are defined in
t he Executive Order to include regul ations that have
“substantial direct effects on one or nore Indian tribes,
on the relationship between the Federal governnent and
the Indian tribes, or on the distribution of power and
responsibilities between the Federal governnment and
I ndi an tribes.”

The final rule does not have tribal inplications.

It will not have substantial direct effects on tribal
governnments, on the relationship between the Federal
government and Indian tribes, or on the distribution of
power and responsibilities between the Federal governnent
and Indian tribes, as specified in Executive Oder 13175.

This is because no tribal governnents own or operate a
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mercury cell chlor-alkali plant. Thus, Executive Order
13175 does not apply to the final rule.

G Executive Order 13045 - Protection of Children from

Envi ronnental Health Ri sks and Safety Ri sks

Executive Order 13045, “Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Ri sks and Safety Risks” (62 FR
19885, April 23, 1997) applies to any rule that (1) is
determ ned to be "econom cally significant” as defined
under Executive Order 12866, and (2) concerns an
envi ronnental health or safety risk that EPA has reason
to believe may have a di sproportionate effect on
children. If the regulatory action neets both criteria,
t he Agency nust evaluate the environmental health or
safety effects of the planned rule on children and
explain why the planned rule is preferable to other
potentially effective and reasonably feasible
alternatives that we considered.

The final rule is not subject to Executive Order
13045 because it is not an econom cally significant
regul atory action as defined by Executive Order 12866.
In addition, EPA interprets Executive Order 13045 as
applying only to those regulatory actions that are based

on health and safety risks, such that the analysis
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requi red under section 5-501 of the Executive Order has
the potential to influence the regul ation.

As with nost rul enmaki ngs devel oped under section
112(d) of the CAA, the final rule is based on MACT.
Ri sks to public health and inpacts on the environnent are
not typically considered in the devel opnent of em ssions
st andards under section 112(d). Rather, these risks and
i npacts are considered |later (within 8 years after
pronmul gati on of the MACT rule) under the residual risk
program as required by section 112(f) of the CAA. Wile
we do not believe the final rule to be “economcally

significant,” as defined under Executive Order 12866, we
do believe that it addresses environnmental health or
safety risks that may have a di sproportionate effect on
chil dren.

Mercury has been identified as a priority pollutant
under EPA s National Agenda to Protect Children's Health
from Environnmental Threats and by the Federal Children's
Health Protection Advisory Commttee (CHPAC). The CHPAC
was fornmed to advise, consult with, and nmake
recommendations to EPA on issues associated with the

devel opnent of regulations to address the prevention of

adverse health effects to chil dren. One of the CHPAC s
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primary m ssions was to identify five existing EPA
regul ati ons, which if reevaluated, could |lead to better
protection for children. The CHPAC recommended the
Mercury NESHAP for chlor-alkali plants as one of the
regul ati ons to be reeval uated considering i npacts on
children. We adopted the CHPAC reconmmendati on.
Therefore, we considered the inpacts on children in the
devel opnent of the final rule. A qualitative assessnent
of the potential inpacts on children’s health due to
mercury em ssions fromchlor-al kali plants was presented
in the preanble to the proposed rule (67 FR 44693).

Because the final rule does not neet both criteria
for applicability, it is not subject to Executive Order
13045. However, based on our assessnent, the final rule
will help reduce the mercury exposures to humans,
i ncludi ng chil dren.

H. Executive Order 13211 - Actions Concerning

Reqgul ati ons That Significantly Affect Energy Supply.

Distribution, or Use

The final rule is not subject to Executive Order
13211, “Actions Concerning Regulations That Significantly
Af fect Energy Supply, Distribution, or Use” (66 FR 28355,

May 22, 2001) because it is not a significant regul atory
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action under Executive Order 12866.

| . Nati onal Technol ogy Transfer and Advancenent Act of

1995

Section 12(d) of the National Technol ogy Transfer
and Advancenment Act (NTTAA) of 1995 (Public Law No. 104-
113; 15 U.S.C. 272 note) directs EPA to use voluntary
consensus standards in their regulatory and procurenent
activities unless to do so would be inconsistent with
applicable | aw or otherw se inpractical. Voluntary
consensus standards are technical standards (e.g.,
mat eri al s specifications, test nethods, sanpling
procedures, business practices) devel oped or adopted by
one or nore voluntary consensus bodies. The NTTAA
directs EPA to provide Congress, through annual reports
to the OMB, with explanations when an agency does not use
avai | abl e and applicabl e voluntary consensus standards.

The final rule involves technical standards. The
EPA cites in the final rule EPA Methods 1, 1A, 2, 2A, 2C,
2D, 3, 3A, 3B 4, 5, 101, 101A, 102, and any nethod to
measure mercury (validated with EPA Met hod 301).
Consistent with the NTTAA, EPA conducted searches to
identify voluntary consensus standards in addition to

t hese EPA nethods. No applicable voluntary consensus



145
standards were identified for EPA Methods 1A, 2A, 2D, and
102. The search and review results have been docunented
and are placed in the docket (OAR-2002-0017 or A-2000-32)
for the final rule.

This search for em ssions nonitoring procedures
identified 14 voluntary consensus standards and five
draft standards. The EPA determ ned that the 14
standards were inpractical alternatives to EPA test
met hods for the purposes of this rulemaking. Therefore,
EPA wi |l not adopt these standards today. The reasons
for this determnation for these 14 standards are in the
docket .

The 14 voluntary consensus standards are as foll ows:
ASME C00031 or PTC 19-10-1981, “Part 10 Flue and Exhaust
Gas Anal yses,” for EPA Method 3; ASME PTC-38-80 R85 or
C00049, “Determ nation of the Concentration of
Particul ate Matter in Gas Streans,” for EPA Method 5;
ASTM D3154-91 (1995), “Standard Method for Average
Velocity in a Duct (Pitot Tube Method),” for EPA
Met hods 1, 2, 2C, 3, 3B, and 4; ASTM D3464-96, “Standard
Test Met hod Average Velocity in a Duct Using a Thermal
Anemoneter,” for EPA Method 2; ASTM D3685/ D3685M 98,

“Test Methods for Sanpling and Determ nation of
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Particul ate Matter in Stack Gases,” for EPA Method 5;
ASTM D3796-90 (1998), “Standard Practice for Calibration
of Type S Pitot Tubes,” for EPA Method 2; ASTM D5835- 95,
“Standard Practice for Sanpling Stationary Source

Em ssions for Automated Determ nation of Gas
Concentration,” for EPA Methods 3A; ASTM E337-84
(Reapproved 1996), “Standard Test Method for Measuring
Hum dity with a Psychrometer (the Measurenment of Wet- and
Dry-Bul b Tenperatures),” for EPA Method 4;

CAN/ CSA 7223.1-ML977, “Method for the Determ nation of
Particul ate Mass Flows in Enclosed Gas Streams,” for EPA
Met hod 5; CAN/ CSA Z223.2-MB6 (1986), “Method for the
Cont i nuous Measurenent of Oxygen, Carbon Di oxi de, Carbon
Monoxi de, Sul phur Di oxi de, and Oxi des of Nitrogen in
Encl osed Conmbustion Flue Gas Streans,” for EPA

Met hods 3A; CAN CSA Z223. 26- M1987, “Measurenent of Tot al
Mercury in Air Cold Vapour Atom c Absorption
Spectrophotoneteric Method,” for EPA Methods 101 and
101A; 1SO 9096: 1992 (in review 2000), “Determ nation of
Concentration and Mass Flow Rate of Particulate Matter in
Gas Carrying Ducts - Manual Gravinmetric Method,” for EPA
Met hod 5; 1SO 10396: 1993, “Stationary Source Em ssions:

Sanpling for the Automated Determ nation of Gas
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Concentrations,” for EPA Method 3A; |1SO 10780: 1994,
“Stationary Source Em ssions - Measurenment of Velocity
and Volunme Flowate of Gas Streans in Ducts,” for EPA
Met hod 2.

The following five standards identified in this
search were not available at the tinme the review was
conducted for the purposes of this rul emaki ng because
t hey are under devel opnment by a voluntary consensus body:
ASME/ BSR MFC 12M “Flow in Closed Conduits Using
Mul ti port Averaging Pitot Primary Flowneters,” for EPA
Met hod 2; ASME/ BSR MFC 13M *“Fl ow Measurenment by Vel ocity
Traverse,” for EPA Method 2 (and possibly 1);
| SO DS 12039, “Stationary Source Em ssions -

Det ermi nati on of Carbon Monoxi de, Carbon Di oxide, and
Oxygen - Automated Met hods,” for EPA Method 3A;

PREN 13211 (1998), “Air Quality - Stationary Source

Em ssions - Determ nation of the Concentration of Tot al
Mercury,” for EPA Methods 101, 101A (and mercury portion
of EPA Method 29); and ASTM Z6590Z, “Manual Method for
Bot h Speci ated and El enental Mercury” is a potenti al
alternative for portions of EPA Met hods 101A and Met hod
29 (mercury portion only).

Section 63.8232 of the final rule lists the EPA



testing nethods included in the final rule. Under 40 CFR
63.7(f) and 63.8(f), a source may apply to EPA for

perm ssion to use alternative test nethods or alternative
nonitoring requirenents in place of any of the EPA
testing net hods, performance specifications, or
procedures.

J. Congr essi onal Revi ew Act

The Congressional Review Act, 5 U S.C. 8801 et seq.
as added by the Small Busi ness Regul atory Enforcenment
Fai rness Act of 1996, generally provides that before a
rule may take effect, the agency prorulgating the rule
must submt a rule report, which includes a copy of the
rule, to each House of the Congress and to the
Comptrol |l er General of the United States. The EPA wi ||
submt a report containing this rule and other required
information to the U S. Senate, the U S. House of
Representatives, and the Conptroll er General of the

United States prior to publication of the rule in the

Federal Register. This action is not a “major rule” as
defined by 5 U S.C. 8804(2). The final rule will be

NESHAP: Mercury Cell Chlor-Alkali Plants
Page 136 of 229

effective on [I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FI NAL

RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER] .
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Li st of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 63

Envi ronment al protection, Admnistrative practice
and procedure, Air pollution control, Hazardous
substances, Intergovernnental relations, Recordkeeping

and reporting requirenents.

Dat ed:

Mari anne Lanont Hori nko,
Acting Adni nistrator.
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For the reasons stated in the preanble, title 40, chapter
|, part 63 of the Code of the Federal Regulations is
amended as fol | ows:
PART 63- - [ AVENDED]
1. The authority citation for part 63 continues to read
as follows:

Aut hority: 42 U . S.C. 7401, et seq.

2. Part 63 is anmended by addi ng subpart II111l to read as
foll ows:
Subpart IIl111--National Em ssion Standards for Hazardous

Air Pollutants: Mercury Em ssions from Mercury Cel
Chl or- Al kali Pl ants

Sec.

What this Subpart Covers

63.8180 \What is the purpose of this subpart?

63.8182 Am | subject to this subpart?

63.8184 \What parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?
63.8186 \When do | have to comply with this subpart?

Em ssion Limtations and Wbork Practice Standards
63. 8190 VWhat em ssion limtations nust | neet?
63.8192 \What work practice standards nust | neet?

Operation and Mai ntenance Requirenents
63. 8222 \What are ny operation and mai nt enance
requi rement s?

CGeneral Conpliance Requirenments
63. 8226 \What are ny general requirenments for conplying
with this subpart?

Initial Conpliance Requirenents
63. 8230 By what date nust | conduct performance tests or
other initial conpliance denonstrations?
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63. 8232 \What test nethods and ot her procedures nust |
use to denonstrate initial conpliance with the
em ssion limts?

63. 8234 \What equations and procedures nust | use for
initial conpliance denonstration?

63.8236 How do | denonstrate initial conpliance with the

em ssion limtations and work practice
st andar ds?

Conti nuous Conpliance Requirenents

63.8240 \What are ny nonitoring requirements?

63.8242 \Vhat are the installation, operation, and
mai nt enance requirenments for ny continuous
nmoni toring systens?

63. 8243 \What equations and procedures nust | use to
denonstrate continuous conpliance?

63. 8244 How do | monitor and collect data to denpnstrate

conti nuous conpliance?

63. 8246 How do | denonstrate conti nuous conpliance with

the em ssion limtations and work practice
st andar ds?
63. 8248 \What other requirenents nmust | neet?

Noti fications, Reports, and Records

63. 8252 \What notifications nust | submt and when?

63. 8254 \What reports nust | submt and when?

63. 8256 \What records nust | keep?

63.8258 In what formand how |l ong nust | keep ny
records?

Ot her Requirenents and I nformation

63. 8262 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to
me?

63. 8264 \Who i nplenents and enforces this subpart?

63. 8266 \What definitions apply to this subpart?

Tabl es to Subpart 11111 of Part 63

Table 1 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Wrk Practice
St andards - Design, Operation, and M ntenance
Requi rement s

Table 2 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Wrk Practice
St andards - Required |Inspections
Table 3 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Wrk Practice

St andards - Required Actions for Liquid Mercury
Spills and Accumul ati ons and Hydrogen and Mercury
Vapor Leaks

Table 4 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Wrk Practice
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St andards - Requirenents for Mercury Liquid
Col I ecti on

Table 5 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63. Required El ements of
Fl oor - Level Mercury Vapor Measurenent and Cell Room
Moni toring Pl ans

Table 6 to Subpart 1111 of Part 63--Exanpl es of
Techni ques for Equi pnent Problem ldentification,
Leak Detection and Mercury Vapor Measurenents

Table 7 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Required El enments of
Washdown Pl ans

Table 8 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Requirenments for
Cell Room Monitoring Program

Table 9 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Required Records for
Work Practice Standards

Table 10 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Applicability of

General Provisions to Subpart 11111
What this Subpart Covers

863. 8180 What is the purpose of this subpart?

Thi s subpart establishes national em ssion standards
for hazardous air pollutants (NESHAP) for affected
sources of nmercury em ssions at nmercury cell chlor-alkal
pl ants. This subpart al so establishes requirenents to
denmonstrate initial and continuous conpliance with al
applicable em ssion |imtations and work practice
standards in this subpart.

8§63.8182 Am | subject to this subpart?

(a) You are subject to this subpart if you own or
operate a nmercury cell chlor-alkali plant.
(b) You are required to obtain a title V perm t,

whet her your affected source is a part of a major source
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of hazardous air pollutant (HAP) em ssions or a part of
an area source of HAP emi ssions. A major source of HAP
is a source that emts or has the potential to emt any
single HAP at a rate of 10 tons or nore per year or any
conbi nation of HAP at a rate of 25 tons or nore per year.
An area source of HAP is a source that has the potenti al
to emt HAP but is not a major source. Nothing in this
subpart revises how affected sources are aggregated for
pur poses of determ ning whether an affected source is a
part of an area, nonmmjor, or major source under any
provi sions of the Clean Air Act (CAA) or EPA's
regul ations. For information on aggregating affected
sources to determne what is a source under title V, see
the definition of major source in 40 CFR 70.2, 71.2 and
63. 2.

(c) Beginning on [I NSERT DATE 3 YEARS FROM THE DATE
OF PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL
REGQ STER], the provisions of subpart E of 40 CFR part 61
that apply to nercury chlor-alkali plants, which are
listed in paragraphs (c)(1) through (3) of this section,
are no | onger applicable.

(1) 861.52(a);

(2) 861.53(b) and (c); and
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(3) 861.55(b), (c) and (d).

863.8184 VWhat parts of ny plant does this subpart cover?

(a) This subpart applies to each affected source at
a plant site where chlorine and caustic are produced in
mercury cells. This subpart applies to two types of
af fected sources: the mercury cell chlor-alkali
production facility, as defined in paragraph (a)(1) of
this section; and the mercury recovery facility, as
defined in paragraph (a)(2) of this section.

(1) The nmercury cell chlor-alkali production
facility designates an affected source consisting of all
cell roons and ancillary operations used in the
manuf acture of product chlorine, product caustic, and by-
product hydrogen at a plant site. This subpart covers
mercury em ssions from by-product hydrogen streams, end
box ventilation systemvents, and fugitive eni ssion
sources associated with cell rooms, hydrogen systens,
caustic systens, and storage areas for mercury-containing
wast es.

(2) The nmercury recovery facility designates an
af fected source consisting of all processes and

associ at ed operations needed for mercury recovery from
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wastes at a plant site. This subpart covers nercury
em ssions frommercury thermal recovery unit vents and
fugitive em ssion sources associated with storage areas
for mercury-containing wastes.

(b) An affected source at your nercury cell chlor-
al kali plant is existing if you commenced construction of
the affected source before July 3, 2002.

(c) A nmercury recovery facility is a new affected
source if you commence construction or reconstruction of
the affected source after July 3, 2002. An affected
source is reconstructed if it nmeets the definition of
“reconstruction” in 863.2.

863. 8186 \When do | have to comply with this subpart?

(a) If you have an existing affected source, you
must conply with each em ssion limtation, work practice
st andard, and recordkeeping and reporting requirenment in
this subpart that applies to you no |ater than [|NSERT
DATE 3 YEARS FROM THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI' S FI NAL
RULE IN THE FEDERAL REG STER] .

(b) If you have a new or reconstructed nercury
recovery facility and its initial startup date is on or
before [I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI S FINAL RULE IN

THE FEDERAL REG STER], you nust conply with each
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em ssion limtation, work practice standard, and
recordkeeping and reporting requirenent in this subpart
that applies to you by [INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF
THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER].

(c) If you have a new or reconstructed nercury
recovery facility and its initial startup date is after
[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THIS FINAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER], you nust conply with each em ssion
limtation, work practice standard, and recordkeepi ng and
reporting requirenent in this subpart that applies to you
upon initial startup.

(d) You nust neet the notification and schedul e
requi renments in 863.8252. Several of these notifications
must be submitted before the conpliance date for your
af fected source(s).

Em ssion Limtations and Work Practice Standards

863.8190 What emission limtations must | neet?

(a) Emission limts. You nust nmeet each em ssion

limt in paragraphs (a)(1) through (3) of this section
that applies to you.

(1) New or reconstructed nmercury cell chl or-alkal
production facility. Em ssions of mercury are prohibited

froma new or reconstructed nercury cell chlor-al kal
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production facility.

(2) Existing nmercury cell chlor-alkali production
facility. During any consecutive 52-week period, you
must not di scharge to the atnosphere total mercury
em ssions in excess of the applicable limt in paragraph
(a)(2)(i) or (ii) of this section calculated using the
procedures in 863.8243(a).

(i) 0.076 granms of nmercury per megagram of chlorine
produced (1.5 x 104 pounds of mercury per ton of chlorine
produced) from all by-product hydrogen streans and al
end box ventilation system vents when both types of
en ssion points are present.

(ii) 0.033 grans of nercury per negagram of
chlorine produced (6.59 x 105 pounds of nercury per ton
of chlorine produced) fromall by-product hydrogen
streans when end box ventilation systenms are not present.

(3) New, reconstructed, or existing nercury
recovery facility. You nust not discharge to the
at nosphere nmercury em ssions in excess of the applicable
limt in paragraph (a)(3)(i) or (ii) of this section.

(i) 23 mlligrams per dry standard cubic nmeter from
each oven type nmercury thermal recovery unit vent.

(it) 4 mlligrams per dry standard cubic nmeter from
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each non-oven type nercury thermal recovery unit vent.

863.8192 \What work practice standards nust | neet?

You nmust neet the work practice requirenents
specified in paragraphs (a) through (f) of this section.
As an alternative to the requirenents specified in
par agraphs (a) through (d) of this section, you may
choose to conply with paragraph (g) of this section.

(a) You nust neet the work practice standards in
Tables 1 through 4 to this subpart, except as specified
i n paragraph (g) of this section.

(b) You nust adhere to the response intervals
specified in Tables 1 through 4 to this subpart at al
times. Nonadherence to the intervals in Tables 1 through
4 to this subpart constitutes a deviation and nust be
docunented and reported in the conpliance report, as
requi red by 863.8254(b), with the date and tinme of the
devi ati on, cause of the deviation, a description of the
conditions, and tinme actual conpliance was achi eved.

(c) As provided in 863.6(g), you may request to use
an alternative to the work practice standards in Tables 1
through 4 to this subpart.

(d) You nust institute a floor-level mercury vapor

measurenment programto |limt the anount of mercury vapor



159

in the cell room environnment through periodic nmeasurenent
of mercury vapor levels and actions to be taken when a
floor-level mercury concentration action |level is
exceeded. The program nust mnmeet the requirenments |isted
i n paragraphs (d)(1) through (4) of this section. As
specified in 863.8252(e)(1)(i) to inplenment this program
you must prepare and submt to the Adm nistrator a fl oor-
| evel nercury vapor neasurenment plan which nmust contain
the elements listed in Table 5 to this subpart.

(1) You nust utilize a mercury measurenent device
described in of Table 6 to this subpart to neasure the
| evel of mercury vapor in the cell roomat floor-Ievel.

(2) You nust conduct at |east one floor-I|evel
mercury vapor neasurenment eval uation each half day. This
eval uati on nust include three neasurenments of the nmercury
concentration at | ocations representative of the entire
cell roomfloor area. The average of these neasurenents
must be recorded as specified in 863.8156(c)(1). At a
m ni mum you nust neasure the |evel of nmercury vapor
above nmercury-containing cell room equi pnent, as well as
areas around the cells, deconposers, or other nmercury-
cont ai ni ng equi prent.

(3) You nust establish a floor-1level nercury
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concentration action level that is no higher than 0.05
mlligrams per cubic nmeter (ng/n¥).

(4) If a mercury concentration greater than the
action level is nmeasured during any floor-Ilevel nmercury
vapor neasurenent eval uation, you nust neet the
requirenments in either paragraph (d)(4)(i) or (ii) of
this section.

(i) If you determ ne that the cause of the el evated
mercury concentration is an open el ectrol yzer,
deconmposer, or other maintenance activity, you must
record the information specified in paragraphs
(d)(4)(i)(A) through (C) of this section.

(A) A description of the maintenance activity
resulting in elevated nercury concentrati on;

(B) The tinme the maintenance activity was initiated
and conpl eted; and

(C) A detailed explanation how all the applicable
requi renents of Table 1 to this subpart were net during
t he mai nt enance activity.

(ii) If you determ ne that the cause of the
el evated nmercury concentration is not an open
el ectrol yzer, deconposer, or other naintenance activity,

you must follow the procedures specified in paragraphs
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(d)(4)(i1)(A and (B) of this section until the floor-
| evel nercury concentration falls below the floor-Ievel
mercury concentration action |level. You nust also keep
all the associated records for these procedures as
specified in Table 9 to this subpart.

(A) Wthin 1 hour of the tinme the floor-Ievel
mercury concentration action | evel was exceeded, you nust
conduct each inspection specified in Table 2 to this
subpart in the area where the concentration higher than
the floor-1level mercury concentration action |evel was
measured, with the exception of the cell roomfloor and
the pillars and beam i nspections. You nust al so inspect
all deconposers, hydrogen system piping up to the
hydrogen header, and other potential |ocations of nercury
vapor |leaks in the area using a technique specified in
Table 6 to this subpart. You nust correct any problem
identified during these inspections according to the
requirenments in Tables 2 and 3 to this subpart.

(e) You nust prepare, submt, and operate according
to a witten washdown plan designed to mnim ze fugitive
mercury em ssions through routine washing of surfaces
where |liquid nmercury could accunulate. The written plan

must address the elements contained in Table 7 to this
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subpart.

(f) You nust keep records of the mass of all virgin
mercury added to cells on an annual basis.

(g) As an alternative to the work practice
standards i n paragraphs (a) through (d) of this section,
you may institute a cell roomnonitoring programto
continuously nonitor the nmercury vapor concentration in
t he upper portion of each cell roomand to take
corrective actions as quickly as possi ble when el evat ed
mercury vapor levels are detected. As specified in
863. 8252(e)(1)(iv), if you choose this option, you nust
prepare and submt to the Adm nistrator, a cell room
monitoring plan containing the elenents listed in Table 5
to this subpart and neet the requirenents in paragraphs
(g)(1) through (4) of this section.

(1) You nust utilize mercury nonitoring systens
that nmeet the requirenents of Table 8 to this subpart.

(2) You nust establish an action |evel according to
the requirenents in paragraphs (g)(2)(i) through (iii) of
this section.

(i) Beginning on the conpliance date specified for
your affected source in 863.8186, measure and record the

mercury concentration for at | east 30 days using a system
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t hat nmeets the requirenents of paragraph (g)(1l) of this
section.

(i1) Using the nmonitoring data coll ected according
to paragraph (g)(1)(i) of this section, establish your
action level at the 75th percentile of the data set.

(iii) Submt your action |level as part of your
Notification of Conpliance Status report according to
§63. 8252(e) (1).

(3) Beginning on the conpliance date specified for
your affected source in 863.8186, you must continuously
nmonitor the nmercury concentration in the cell room
Failure to nonitor and record the data according to
863. 8256(c) (4)(ii) for 75 percent of the tinme in any 6-
nmont h period constitutes a devi ation.

(4) If the average nmercury concentration for any 1-
hour period exceeds the action |evel established
according to paragraph (g)(2) of this section, you mnust
neet the requirenments in either paragraph (g)(4)(i) or
(ii1) of this section.

(i) If you determ ne that the cause of the el evated
mercury concentration is an open el ectrol yzer,
deconmposer, or other nmaintenance activity, you must

record the information specified in paragraphs
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(9)(4)(i)(A) through (C) of this section.

(A) A description of the maintenance activity
resulting in elevated mercury concentration;

(B) The tinme the maintenance activity was initiated
and conpl eted; and

(C) A detail ed explanation how all the applicable
requirenments of Table 1 to this subpart were net during
t he mai nt enance activity.

(i1) If you determ ne that the cause of the
el evated mercury concentration is not an open
el ectrol yzer, deconposer, or other maintenance activity,
you nust follow the procedures specified in paragraphs
(9)(4)(i1)(A and (B) of this section until the mercury
concentration falls below the action level. You nust
al so keep all the associated records for these procedures
as specified in Table 9 to this subpart.

(A) Wthin 1 hour of the tine the action |evel was
exceeded, you nust conduct each inspection specified in
Table 2 to this subpart, with the exception of the cel
room floor and the pillars and beam i nspections. You
must correct any problemidentified during these
i nspections in accordance with the requirenents in Table

2 and 3 to this subpart.
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(B) If the Table 2 inspections and subsequent
corrective actions do not reduce the nmercury
concentration below the action |evel, you nust inspect
all deconposers, hydrogen system piping up to the
hydrogen header, and other potential |ocations of nercury
vapor | eaks using a technique specified in Table 6 to
this subpart. [If a mercury vapor leak is identified, you
must take the appropriate action specified in Table 3 to
this subpart.
Oper ati on and Mi ntenance Requirenents

863. 8222 What are ny operation and nmnintenance

requirenents?

As required by 863.6(e)(1)(i), you nust always
operate and mmi ntain your affected source(s), including
air pollution control and nonitoring equipnent, in a
manner consistent with safety and good air pollution
control practices for mnimzing em ssions.

General Conpliance Requirenents

863. 8226 \What are nv _general requirenents for conplyving

with this subpart?

(a) You nust be in conpliance with the applicable
em ssion limtations for by-product hydrogen streans, end

box ventilation systemvents, and nercury thermal
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recovery unit vents in 863.8190 at all tinmes, except
during periods of startup, shutdown, and mal functi on.
You nmust be in conpliance with the applicable work
practice standards in 863.8192 at all tines, except
during periods of startup, shutdown, and nal function.

(b) You nust develop and inplenment a witten
startup, shutdown, and mal function plan (SSMP) accordi ng
to the provisions in 863.6(e)(3).

Initial Conpliance Requirenents

863. 8230 By what date nmust | conduct perfornance tests

or other initial comliance denpbnstrations?

(a) You nust conduct a performance test no | ater
than the conpliance date that is specified in 863.8186
for your affected source to denonstrate initial
conpliance with the applicable em ssion limt in
8§63.8190(a)(2) for by-product hydrogen streans and end
box ventilation system vents and the applicable em ssion
l[imt in 863.8190(a)(3) for nmercury thermal recovery unit
vents.

(b) For the applicable work practice standards in
863. 8192, you nust denonstrate initial conpliance within
30 cal endar days after the conpliance date that is

specified for your affected source in 863.8186.
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863. 8232 What test methods and ot her procedures nust |

use to denonstrate initial conpliance with the em ssion

[imts?

You nust conduct a performance test for each by-
product hydrogen stream end box ventilation system vent,
and mercury thermal recovery unit vent according to the
requirenents in 863.7(e)(1l) and the conditions detail ed
i n paragraphs (a) through (d) of this section.

(a) You may not conduct performance tests during
periods of startup, shutdown, or malfunction, as
specified in 863.7(e)(1).

(b) For each performance test, you nmust develop a
Site-specific test plan in accordance with 863.7(c)(2).

(c) You nust conduct at |least three test runs to
conprise a performance test, as specified in 863.7(e)(3)
and in either paragraph (c)(1) or (2) of this section.

(1) The sanpling tinme and sanpling volunme for each
run nmust be at least 2 hours and 1.70 dry standard cubic
meters (dscm. Mercury results below the anal ytica
| aboratory’s detection |imt nust be reported using the
reported analytical detection |limt to calculate the
sanpl e concentration value and, in turn, the emnm ssion

rate in the units of the standard; or
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(2) The sanpling tinme for each test run nust be at
| east 2 hours and the nmercury concentration in each field
sanpl e anal yzed nust be at |least two tinmes the reported
anal ytical detection limt.

(d) You nust use the test nethods specified in
par agraphs (d) (1) through (4) of this section and the
applicable test methods in paragraphs (d)(5) through (7)
of this section.

(1) Method 1 or 1A in appendix A of 40 CFR part 60
to determ ne the sanpling port |ocations and the |ocation
and requi red number of sanpling traverse points.

(2) Method 2, 2A, 2C, or 2D in appendix A of 40 CFR
part 60 to determ ne the stack gas velocity and
volunetric flow rate.

(3) Method 3, 3A, or 3B in appendix A of 40 CFR
part 60 to determ ne the stack gas nol ecul ar wei ght.

(4) Method 4 in appendix A of 40 CFR part 60 to
determ ne the stack gas noisture content.

(5) For each by-product hydrogen stream Method 102
in appendix A of 40 CFR part 61 to neasure the nercury
em ssion rate after the last control device.

(6) For each end box ventilation system vent,

Met hod 101 or 101A in appendix A of 40 CFR part 61 to
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measure the mercury em ssion rate after the |ast control
devi ce.

(7) For each nmercury thermal recovery unit vent,
Met hod 101 or 101A in appendix A of 40 CFR part 61 to
measure the mercury em ssion rate after the |ast control
devi ce.

(e) During each test run for a by-product hydrogen
stream and each test run for an end box ventilation
system vent, you nust continuously nmeasure the electric
current through the operating nmercury cells and record a
measurenent at | east once every 15 mi nutes.

(f) If the final control device is not a
nonr egener abl e carbon adsorber and if you are
denonstrating conpliance using periodic nonitoring under
863. 8240(b), you nust continuously nonitor the paraneters
listed in paragraph (f)(1) of this section and establish
your maxi mum or m ni mum nonitoring value (as appropriate
for your control device) using the requirenents in
paragraph (f)(2) of this section.

(1) During the performance test specified in
paragraphs (a) through (d) of this section, you mnust
continuously nonitor the control device paraneters in

paragraphs (f)(1)(i) through (vii) of this section and
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record a neasurenent at |east once every 15 m nutes.

(i) The exit gas tenperature from uncontroll ed
streans;

(ii) The outlet tenperature of the gas stream for
the final (i.e., the farthest downstream cooling system
when no control devices other than coolers or dem sters
are used;

(iii) The outlet tenperature of the gas stream from
the final cooling system when the cooling systemis
foll owed by a nol ecul ar sieve or regenerative carbon
adsor ber;

(iv) Qutlet concentration of avail able chlorine,
pH, liquid flow rate, and inlet gas tenperature of
chl orinated brine scrubbers and hypochlorite scrubbers;

(v) The liquid flowrate and exit gas tenperature
for water scrubbers;

(vi) The inlet gas tenperature of regenerative
carbon adsorption systens; and

(vii) The tenperature during the heating phase of
the regeneration cycle for carbon adsorbers or nol ecul ar
Si eves.

(2) To establish a maxi mum nonitoring val ue or

m ni mum noni toring val ue, as appropriate for your final
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control device, you nmust average the recorded paraneters
i n paragraphs (f)(21)(i) through (vi) of this section over
the test period. |If your final control device is a
regenerative carbon adsorber, you nust use the highest
tenperature readi ng neasured in paragraph (f)(1)(vii) as
the reference tenperature in 863.8244(b)(2)(v).

863. 8234 \What equati ons and procedures must | use for

the initial conpliance denonstration?

(a) By-product hydrogen streams and end box

ventilation systemvents. You nust determnm ne the total

granms of nercury per Megagram of chlorine production (g
Hg/ My Cl,) of chlorine produced fromall by-product
hydrogen streans and all end box ventilation system
vents, if applicable, at a nercury cell chlor-alkali
production facility, and you nust follow the procedures
i n paragraphs (a)(1) through (6) of this section.

(1) Determne the nmercury em ssion rate for each
test run in grans per day for each by-product hydrogen
stream and for each end box ventilation systemvent, if
applicable, from Method 101, 101A, or 102 (40 CFR part
61, appendix A).

(2) Calculate the average nmeasured electric current

t hrough the operating nercury cells during each test run
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for each by-product hydrogen stream and for each end box
ventilation systemvent, if applicable, using Equation 1

of this section as follows:

n
a CL
i=q B.fun (Eq. 1)
CI‘avg,run' n
V\her e:

ClLavg, run = Aver age measured cell line
current | oad during the test run,
anper es;

CLi . run = | ndi vi dual cell line current |oad

measurenent (i.e., 15 m nute reading)
during the test run, anperes; and
n = Nurmber of cell line current | oad

measur enents taken over the duration
of the test run.
(3) Calculate the amunt of chlorine produced
during each test run for each by-product hydrogen stream

and for each end box ventilation systemvent, if

applicable, using Equation 2 of this section as follows:

P = f1.3x10 8%cL n 0 (R 2)
Cl2,run & % ~avg, runi cells, runié runa A
\Wher e:
Pcl2 run = Amount of chl orine produced during the
test run, nmegagranms chlorine (M C,);
1.3x10-6 = Theoretical chlorine production

rate factor, My Cl, per hour per
anpere per cell;

ClLavg, run = Aver age measured cell line
current | oad during test run,
anperes, cal cul ated using
Equation 1 of this section;

Ncel |, run = Number of cells on-line during
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the test run; and

trun = Duration of test

run, hours.

(4) Calculate the nmercury enission rate in granms of

mercury per nmegagram of chlorine produced for each test

run for each by-product hydrogen stream and for each end

box ventilation systemvent, if applicable, using

Equation 3 of this section as foll ows:

e u
_é (Rrun)(trun) U

= (Edq. 3)
Hg,run € u
g 8(24)(PCI2,run)H
Wher e:
EHg, run = Mercury em ssion rate for the test
run, g Hg/ My Cl ,;
Rrun = Measured nercury em ssion rate
for the test run from
paragraph (a)(1) of this section,
granms Hg per day;
trun = Duration of test run, hours;
24 = Conversion factor, hours per day; and
Pcl2,run = Amount of chlorine produced during the

test run, calcul ated using Equation 2
of this section, My Cl ..

(5) Calculate the average nercury em ssion rate for

each by-product hydrogen stream and for

ventil ation systemvent, if applicable,

of this section as foll ows:

I Qo=
m

Hg,run

EHg,avg n

each end box

usi ng Equation 4

(Eq. 4)
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Wher e:

Eng, avg = Average mercury em ssion rate for the
by- product hydrogen stream or the end
box ventilation systemvent, if
applicable, g Hg/ My Cl,;

Eng, run = Mercury em ssion rate for each test
run for the by-product hydrogen stream
or the end box ventilation system
vent, if applicable, g Hg/ My Cl,,
cal cul ated using Equation 3 of this
section; and

n = Number of test runs conducted for the
by- product hydrogen stream or the end
box ventilation systemvent, if
appl i cabl e.

(6) Calculate the total nercury em ssion rate from
al |l by-product hydrogen streans and all end box
ventilation systemvents, if applicable, at the nmercury
cell chlor-alkali production facility using Equation 5 of

this section as foll ows:

E E (Egq. 5)

1 Hg.awg

11 QJ°3

Hg,H,EB ™ .

Wher e:
EHg, H2EB

Total mercury em ssion rate from al

by- product hydrogen streans and all

end box ventilation systemvents, if

applicable, at the affected source, g

Ho/ My C ,;

EHg, avg = Average mercury em ssion rate for each
by- product hydrogen stream and each
end box ventilation systemvent, if
applicable, g Hg/ My Cl,, determ ned
usi ng Equation 4 of this section; and

n = total nunmber of by-product hydrogen

streanms and end box ventilation system

vents at the affected source.
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(b) Mercury thermal recovery vents. You nust

determine the mlligrams of mercury per dscm exhaust
di scharged from mercury thernmal recovery unit vents,
usi ng the procedures in paragraphs (b)(1) and (2) of this
section.

(1) Calculate the concentration of mercury in
mlligrams of mercury per dscm of exhaust for each test
run for each mercury thermal recovery unit vent using

Equation 6 of this section as foll ows:

é(m iy )u

‘? ) U
i M) |

(Eq. 6)

CHg,run -

Wher e:

CHg, run = Mercury concentration for the test
run, mlligrams of mercury per dry
standard cubic nmeter of exhaust;

Mg = Mass of nmercury in test run sanpl e,
from Met hod 101, 101A, or 102,

n crogramns,;
10-3 = Conversion factor, mlligrams per
m crogram and

Vin( st d) = Dry gas sanple volunme at standard
conditions, from Method 101, 101A, or
102, dry standard cubic neters.

(2) Calculate the average concentration of nercury
in each mercury thermal recovery unit vent exhaust using

Equation 7 of this section as foll ows:
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n
a C
i=1 Hg, run (Eq. 7)
C ==
Hg,avg n
Wher e:

CHg, avg = Average mercury concentration for the
mercury thermal recovery unit vent,
mlligrams of mercury per dry standard
cubi ¢ neter exhaust;

CHg, run = Mercury concentration for each test
run, mlligrams of mercury per dry

standard cubic meter of exhaust,
cal cul ated using Equation 6 of this

section; and
n = Nunber of test runs conducted for the

mercury thermal recovery unit vent.

863. 8236 How do | denpbnstrate initial conpliance with

the enmission limtations and work practice standards?

(a) For each nmercury cell chlor-alkali production
facility, you have denonstrated initial conpliance with
the applicable em ssion [imt for by-product hydrogen
streans and end box ventilation systemvents in
863.8190(a)(2) if you conply with paragraphs (a)(1l) and
(2) of this section:

(1) Total mercury em ssion rate fromall by-product
hydrogen streanms and all end box ventilation system
vents, if applicable, at the affected source, determ ned
according to 8863.8232 and 63.8234(a), did not exceed the

applicable emssion limt in 863.8190(a)(2)(i) or (ii);
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and

(2) If you have chosen the periodic nonitoring
option specified in 863.8240(b) and your final control
device is not a nonregenerable carbon adsorber, you have
establi shed a paraneter value according to
§63.8232(f) (2).

(b) For each nmercury recovery facility, you have
denonstrated initial conpliance with the applicable
emssion limt for mercury thermal recovery unit vents in
863.8190(a)(3) if you conply with paragraphs (b)(1) and
(2) of this section.

(1) Mercury concentration in each nmercury thermal
recovery unit vent exhaust, determ ned according to
8§863. 8232 and 63.8234(b), did not exceed the applicable
emssion limt in 863.8190(a)(3)(i) or (ii); and

(2) If you have chosen the periodic nonitoring
option in 863.8240(b) and have a final control device
that is not a nonregenerabl e carbon adsorber, you have
establ i shed a maxi mum or m ni rum noni toring val ue, as
appropriate for your control device according to
863. 8232(f) (2).

(c) For each affected source, you have denobnstrated

initial conpliance with the applicable work practice
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standards in 863.8192 if you conply with paragraphs
(c)(1) through (7) of this section.

(1) You certify in your Notification of Conpliance
Status that you are operating according to the work
practice standards in 863.8192(a) through (d).

(2) You choose the continuous cell room nmonitoring
program option, you certify in your Notification of
Conpl i ance Status that you are operating according to the
continuous cell room nonitoring program under 863.8192(9g)
and you have established your action |evel according to
863.8192(9) (2).

(3) You certify in your Notification of Conpliance
Status that you are operating according to your washdown
pl an.

(4) You have submtted your washdown plan as part
of your Notification of Conpliance Status.

(5) You have submtted your continuous cell room
monitoring plan, if applicable, as part of your
Notification of Conpliance Status.

(6) You have submitted your floor-level cell room
moni toring plan, if applicable, as part of your
Noti fication of Conpliance Status.

(7) You have submtted records of the mass of
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virgin nmercury added to cells for the 5 years preceding
t he applicable conpliance date for your affected source
as a part of the Notification of Conpliance Status.

(d)  You nust submit the Notification of Conpliance
Status containing the results of the initial conpliance
denonstration according to the requirenents in
863. 8252(e).

Conti nuous Conpliance Requirenents

863. 8240 What are ny nonitoring requirenents?

For each by-product hydrogen stream each end box
ventil ation system vent, and each nercury thernal
recovery unit vent, you nust nonitor the nercury
em ssions using the procedures in paragraph (a) or (b) of
this section.

(a) You nmust continuously nonitor the nercury
concentration using a mercury continuous em ssions
moni tor according to the requirenents in 8863.8242(a) and
63.8244(a); or

(b) You nmust periodically nonitor the nercury
em ssions according to the requirenents in 8863.8242(b)
and 63.8244(Db).

863.8242 \VWhat are the installation, operation, and

mai nt enance requirenents for ny continuous nonitoring
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systens?

(a) If you choose the continuous nercury nonitoring
option under 863.8240(a), you nust install, operate, and
mai ntai n each mercury continuous en ssions nonitor
according to paragraphs (a)(1) through (5) of this
section.

(1) Each nmercury continuous em ssions nonitor mnust
sanpl e, analyze, and record the concentration of nmercury
at | east once every 15 m nutes.

(2) Each mercury continuous em ssions nonitor
anal yzer nmust have a detector with the capability to
detect a mercury concentration at or below 0.5 tinmes the
mercury concentration | evel nmeasured during the
performance test conducted according to 863.8232.

(3) Inlieu of a pronul gated performance
specification as required in 863.8(a)(2), you nust
develop a site-specific nonitoring plan that addresses
the elements in paragraphs (3)(i) through (vi) of this
section.

(i) Installation and neasurenent | ocation
downstream of the final control device for each by-
product hydrogen stream end box ventilation system vent,

and nmercury thermal recovery unit vent.
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(ii) Performance and equi pnent specifications for
the sanple interface, the pollutant concentration
anal yzer, and the data collection and reduction system

(ii1) Performance eval uati on procedures and
acceptance criteria (i.e., calibrations).

(iv) Ongoing operation and mai nt enance procedures
according to the requirenments of 863.8(c)(1), (3), and
(4)(ii).

(v) Ongoing data quality assurance procedures
according to the requirenents of 863.8(d).

(vi) Ongoing recordkeepi ng and reporting procedures
in accordance the general requirenments of 863.10(c),
(e)(1), and (e)(2)(i).

(4) You nust conduct a performance eval uati on of
each nmercury continuous em ssions nonitor according to
your site-specific nmonitoring plan.

(5) You nust operate and maintain each nercury
continuous eni ssions nonitor in continuous operation
according to the site-specific nonitoring plan.

(b) If you choose the periodic nonitoring option
and your final control device is not a nonregenerable
carbon adsorber, you nust install, operate, and maintain

a continuous paraneter nmonitoring system (CPMS) for each
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paranmeter specified in 863.8232(f)(1), according to
863. 8(c).

863. 8243 What equations and procedures nust | use to

denonstrate continuous conpli ance?

(a) By-product hydrogen streams and end box

ventilation systemvents. For each consecutive 52-week

period, you nust determ ne the g Hg/ My Cl 2 produced from
al |l by-product hydrogen streans and all end box
ventilation systemvents, if applicable, at a nmercury
cell chlor-alkali production facility using the
procedures in paragraphs (a)(1) through (3) of this
section. You nust begin collecting data on the
conpliance date that is specified in 863.8186 for your

af fected source and cal cul ate your first 52-week average
mercury em ssion rate at the end of the 52nd week after
the conpliance date.

(1) Each week, you nust determ ne the weekly
mercury em ssion rate in grans per week for each by-
product hydrogen stream and for each end box ventilation
system vent, if applicable, using one of the nmonitoring
options in paragraph (a)(1)(i) or (ii) of this section.

(i) Continuous mercury nonitoring according to

8§863. 8242 and 63. 8244(a).
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(ii) Periodic nmonitoring according to 863.8244(bh).

(2) Each week, you nust determ ne the chlorine
producti on and keep records of the production rate as
requi red under 863.8256(b)(6).

(3) Beginning 52 weeks after the conpliance date
specified in 863.8186 for your affected source, you nust
cal cul ate the 52-week average nercury em ssion rate from
all by-product hydrogen steam and all end box ventilation
system vents, if applicable, using Equation 1 of this

section as follows:

e & 6 U
€ CR T 0
- R gweekib i o
= a @ U q.
Hg - <) 0 -
| =16 P = U
ég Cl.,, week. 7 U
e& T2 A
\Wher e:
EHg = 52-week average mercury em ssion

rate for week;, g Hg/ Mg Cl ,;

Rueek, i = Mercury emi ssion rate for week
from paragraph (a)(1) of this
section, g Hg per week;

Pcl 2, weeki = Amount of chlorine produced
duri ng week;, from paragraph
(a)(2) of this section, My Cl, per
week.

(b) Mercury thermal recovery units. |If you choose

t he continuous nonitoring option in 863.8240(a), you nust

denonstrate continuous conpliance using paragraph (b) (1)
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of this section. If you choose the periodic nonitoring
option in 863.8240(b), you nust denonstrate continuous
conpl i ance using paragraph (b)(2) of this section.
(1) You nust calculate the daily average mercury

concentration using Equation 2 of this section as

fol |l ows:
n 0
62 “Holi (Eq. 2)
C . ===
Hg,dailyavg n
Wher e:
CHg, dai l yavg = Average mercury concentration for
t he operating day, mlligranms per
dry standard cubic neter
CHg, i = Concentration of nercury neasured
at the interval i (i.e., 15
m nute readi ng) using a nercury
conti nuous em ssion nonitor,
mlligrams per dry standard cubic
meter; and
n = Number of concentration

measur enents taken during the
operating day.

(2) You nust calculate the daily average nercury
concentration using the procedures in 863.8234(b).

863.8244 How do | monitor and collect data to

denpnstrate conti nuous conpliance?

(a) Continuous nonitoring option. You nust nonitor

mercury concentration according to 863.8242(a) at al

tinmes that the affected source is operating with the
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exception of paragraphs (a)(1) and (2) of this section.

(1) Except for nmonitor mal functions, associ ated
repairs, and required quality assurance or control
activities (including, as applicable, calibration checks
and required zero and span adjustnents), you nust nonitor
mercury em ssions continuously (or collect data at al
required intervals) at all tines that the affected source
is operating. A nonitoring malfunction is any sudden,

i nfrequent, not reasonably preventable failure of the
nmonitoring to provide valid data. Monitoring failures
t hat are caused in part by poor nmaintenance or carel ess
operation are not mal functions.

(2) You may not use data recorded during nonitoring
mal functions, associated repairs, and required quality
assurance or control activities in data averages and
cal cul ati ons used to report enmi ssion or operating |levels
or to fulfill a mninmmdata availability requirenment, if
applicable. You nmust use all the data coll ected during
all other periods in assessing conpliance.

(b) Periodic nmonitoring option. |If you choose the

periodic nonitoring option under 863.8240(b), you nust
nmoni tor according to the procedures in paragraph (b)(1)

or (2) of this section.
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(1) If your final control device is a
nonr egener abl e carbon adsorber, then you must conduct at
| east three test runs per week neeting the criteria
specified in 863.8232(c)(1) and (2) to neasure nercury
em ssions using the test nethods specified in
8§63.8232(d). Alternatively, you nmay use any other nethod
t hat has been validated using the applicable procedures
in Method 301, 40 CFR part 63, appendi x A

(2) If your final control device is anything other
t han a nonregenerabl e carbon adsorber, you must nonitor
according to the requirenents of paragraphs (b)(2)(i)

t hrough (v) of this section.

(i) You nust conduct at |east three test runs per
week nmeeting the criteria specified in 863.8232(c)(1) and
(2) to neasure nmercury em ssions using the test nethods
specified in 863.8232(d). Alternatively, you may use any
ot her nmethod that has been validated using the applicable
procedures in Method 301, 40 CFR part 63, appendi x A.

(ii) Except as specified in paragraph (b)(2)(iii)
of this section, you nust continuously collect data at
| east once every 15 mnutes using a CPMS installed and
operated according to 863.8242(b) and record each 1-hour

average fromall measured data val ues during each 1-hour
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period for the applicable paranmeter identified in
863.8232(f) (1) using the nethods specified in
863. 8244(a) .

(iii) As appropriate, you must continuously nonitor
the tenperature specified in 863.8232(f)(1)(vii) during
each heating phase of the regeneration cycle of your
carbon adsorber.

(iv) If the hourly average nonitoring value of any
applicabl e parameter recorded under paragraph (b)(2)(ii)
of this section is below the m ninmum nonitoring val ue or
above the maxi mum nonitoring val ue of that same paraneter
establ i shed under 863.8232(f)(2) for 24 consecutive
hours, your nonitoring value is out of range and you nust
take corrective action as soon as practicable. The
hourly average nonitoring value nust be above the m ni num
nmoni tori ng val ue or bel ow the maxi num nonitoring val ue as
appropriate for that paraneter, within 48 hours of the
period that the nmonitoring value is out of range.

(v) If your final control device is a regenerative
carbon adsorber, when the maxi mum hourly val ue of the
t enperature neasured according to paragraph (b)(2)(iii)
of this section is below the reference tenperature

determ ned according to 863.8232(f)(2) for three
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consecutive regeneration cycles, your nonitoring value is
out of range and you nust take corrective action as soon
as practicable. During the first regeneration cycle
following the period that your nonitoring value is out of
range, the maxi mum hourly val ue nust be above the
reference tenperature recorded according to
863.8232(f)(2).

863.8246 How do | denonstrate conti nuous conpliance with

the emission limtations and work practice standards?

(a) By-product hydrogen streans and end box

ventilation systemvents. (1) For all by-product

hydrogen streans and all end box ventilation system
vents, if applicable, you nust denonstrate continuous
conpliance with the applicable mercury em ssion limt by
reduci ng the nmercury enm ssions data to 52-week averages
usi ng Equation 1 of 863.8243 and maintaining the 52-week
average nercury em ssions no higher than the applicable
mercury em ssions limt in 863.8190(a)(2). To obtain the
data to cal cul ate these 52-week averages, you nust
monitor in accordance with paragraph (a)(1)(i) or (ii) of
this section.

(1) Continuous nonitoring option. You nust collect

mercury em ssions data according to 863.8244(a),
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representing at | east 75 percent of the 15-m nute periods
in each operating day of the 52-week conpliance peri od
(with data recorded during nonitoring mal functions,
associ ated repairs, and required quality assurance or
control activities not counting toward the 75 percent
requirenent);

(ii) Periodic nonitoring option. You nmust conduct

at | east three test runs per week to collect nmercury

em ssions sanples according to 863.8244(b)(1) and (2)(i)
and, if your final control device is not a nonregenerable
carbon adsorber, you nust collect data for nonitoring

val ues according to 863.8244(b)(2)(ii) through (v).

(2) You nust maintain records of nercury em ssions
and 52-week average values, as required in 863.8256(b)(3)
and (4). If your final control device is not a
nonr egener abl e carbon adsorber, you must maintain records
according to 863.8256(d).

(b) Mercury thermal recovery unit vents. (1) For

each nmercury thermal recovery unit vent, you nust
denonstrate continuous conpliance with the applicable
emssion limt specified in 863.8190(a)(3) by maintaining
the outlet mercury hourly-average concentration no higher

than the applicable limt. To determ ne the outl et
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mercury concentration, you nust nonitor according to
paragraph (b)(1)(i) or (ii) of this section.

(i) Continuous nonitoring option. You nust collect

mercury concentration data according to 863.8244(a),
representing at | east 75 percent of the 15-m nute periods
in the operating day (with data recorded during

moni toring mal functions, associated repairs, and required
qual ity assurance or control activities not counting
toward the 75 percent requirenent).

(ii) Periodic nonitoring option. You nust conduct

at least three test runs per week to collect nercury
em ssions sanples according to 863.8244(b) (1) and (2)(i)
and, if your final control device is not a nonregenerable
carbon adsorber, you nust collect data for nonitoring
val ues according to 863.8244(b)(2)(ii) through (v).

(2) You nust maintain records of nmercury em ssions
and daily average values as required in 863.8256(b)(3).
I f your final control device is not a nonregenerable
carbon adsorber, you nust maintain records according to
§63. 8256(d).

(c) You nust denopnstrate continuous conpliance with
t he applicable work practice standards in 863.8192 by

mai ntai ning records in accordance with 863. 8256(c).
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863. 8248 \What other requirenents must | neet?

(a) Deviations. The instances specified in
paragraphs (a)(1) through (4) of this section are
devi ati ons and must be reported according to the
requi renents in 863.8254.

(1) You nust report each instance in which you did
not neet each em ssion l[imtation in 863.8190 that
applies to you. This includes periods of startup,
shut down, and mal functi on.

(2) You nust report each instance in which you did
not neet each work practice standard in 863.8192 that
applies to you. This includes periods of startup,
shut down, and mal functi on.

(3) You nust report each instance in which the
corrective actions taken according to 863.8244(b)(2)(iv)
did not result in average nonitoring values being within
range within 48 hours of the period that the nonitoring
val ue is out of range.

(4) You nust report each instance in which the
corrective action taken according to 863.8244(b)(2)(v)
did not result in the maxi mum hourly tenperature being
above the reference tenperature during the first

regeneration cycle following the period that the



192
nmoni tori ng val ue was out of range.

(b) Startups, shutdowns, and malfunctions. During

peri ods of startup, shutdown, and nmal function, you nust
operate in accordance with your startup, shutdown, and
mal function plan that satisfies the requirenments in
§63.6(e) and as required in 8§63.8226(b).

(1) Consistent with 8863.6(e) and 63.7(e) (1),
devi ati ons that occur during a period of startup,
shutdown, or malfunction are not violations if you
denonstrate to the Adm nistrator’s satisfaction that you
have an adequate startup, shutdown, or malfunction plan
that satisfies the requirenents of 863.6(e), and you have
conplied with the startup, shutdown, and mal function
pl an.

(2) The Adm nistrator will determ ne whet her
devi ati ons that occur during a period of startup,
shut down, or mal function are violations, according to the
provi sions in 863.6(e).

(3) By-passing the control device for nmaintenance
activities is not considered a startup, shutdown, or
mal function event.

Noti fication, Reports, and Records

863. 8252 What notifications nust | submt and when?
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(a) You nust submt all of the notifications in
8863. 7(b) and (c), 63.8(e), (f) and 63.9(b) through (h)
that apply to you by the dates specified.

(b) As specified in 863.9(b)(2), if you start up
your affected source before [INSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON
OF THI'S FINAL RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER], you nust
submt your initial notification not |ater than [|NSERT
DATE 120 DAYS AFTER THE DATE OF PUBLI CATI ON OF THI S FI NAL
RULE I N THE FEDERAL REG STER].

(c) As specified in 863.9(b)(3), if you start up
your new or reconstructed nercury recovery facility on or
after [I NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N
THE FEDERAL REG STER], you must submt your initial
notification not |ater than 120 days after you becone
subject to this subpart.

(d) For each performance test that you are required
to conduct for by-product hydrogen streanms and end box
ventilation systemvents and for nmercury thermal recovery
unit vents, you nmust submt a notification of intent to
conduct a performance test at |east 60 cal endar days
before the performance test is scheduled to begin as
required in 863.7(b)(1).

(e) You nust submt a Notification of Conpliance
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Status according to paragraphs (e)(1) and (2) of this
section.

(1) For each initial conpliance denonstration that
does not include a performance test, you nust submt the
Notification of Conpliance Status before the close of
busi ness on the 30th cal endar day follow ng the
conpletion of the initial conpliance denonstration. The
Noti fication of Conpliance Status nust contain the itens
in paragraphs (e)(1)(i) through (iv) of this section:

(i) If you choose not to inplenment a cell room
moni t ori ng program according to 863.8192(g), a
certification that you are operating according to the
appl i cabl e work practice standards in 863.8192(a) through
(d) and your floor-level mercury vapor neasurenent plan
required by 863.8192(d).

(ii) The washdown plan, and you nust certify that
you are operating according to the washdown pl an
specified in 863.8192(f).

(ii1) The mass of virgin nmercury added to cells for
the 5 years preceding the conpliance date.

(iv) If you choose to inplenent a cell room
noni toring program according to 863.8192(g), your cel

room noni toring plan.
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(2) For each initial conpliance denonstration that
does include a performance test, you must submt the
Notification of Conpliance Status, including the
performance test results, before the close of business on
the 60th cal endar day followng the conpletion of the
performance test according to 863.10(d)(2). The
Notification of Conpliance Status nust contain the
information in 863.9(h)(2)(ii)(A) through (G. The site-
specific nonitoring plan required in 863.8242(a)(3) nust
al so be submtted.

863. 8254 \What reports nust | submt and when?

(a) Conpliance report due dates. You nmust submt a

sem annual conpliance report to your permtting authority
according to the requirenents in paragraphs (a)(1)
t hrough (4) of this section.

(1) The first conpliance report nust cover the
period begi nning on the conpliance date that is specified
for your affected source in 863.8186 and endi ng on June
30 or Decenber 31, whichever date conmes first after the
conpliance date that is specified for your affected
source in 863.8186.

(2) The first conpliance report nust be postnarked

or delivered no later than July 31 or January 31,
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whi chever date cones first after your first conpliance
reporting period.

(3) Each subsequent conpliance report nust cover
t he sem annual reporting period from January 1 through
June 30 or the sem annual reporting period fromJuly 1
t hrough Decenber 31.

(4) Each subsequent conpliance report nust be
post mar ked or delivered no later than July 31 or January
31, whichever date cones first after the end of the
sem annual reporting period.

(b) Conpliance report contents. Each conpliance

report nust contain the information in paragraphs (b) (1)
t hrough (3) of this section, and as applicable,
par agraphs (b)(4) through (12) of this section.

(1) Conpany nanme and address.

(2) Statenment by a responsible official, with that
official’s name, title, and signature, certifying the
truth, accuracy, and conpl eteness of the report.

(3) Date of report and begi nning and endi ng dates
of the reporting period.

(4) If you had a startup, shutdown or mal function
during the reporting period and you took actions

consistent with your startup, shutdown, and mal function
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pl an, the conpliance report nust include the information
in 863.10(d)(5)(i).

(5) If there were no deviations fromthe continuous
conpliance requirenents in 863.8246 that apply to you, a
statement that there were no deviations fromthe em ssion
limtations, work practice standards, and operation and
mai nt enance standards during the reporting period.

(6) If there were no periods during which the
mercury continuous em ssion nmonitor or CPMS (if
appl i cabl e) were out-of-control as specified in
863.8(c)(7), a statenent that there were no periods
during the which the mercury continuous em ssions nonitor
or CPMsS (if applicable) were out-of-control during the
reporting period.

(7) For each deviation fromthe requirenments for
work practice standards in Tables 1 through 4 to this
subpart that occurs at an affected source (including
devi ati ons where the response intervals were not adhered
to as described in 863.8192(b)), the conpliance report
must contain the information in paragraphs (b)(1) through
(4) of this section and the information in paragraphs
(b)(7)(i) and (ii) of this section. This includes

periods of startup, shutdown, and nmal function.
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(i) The total operating time of each affected
source during the reporting period.

(i1) Information on the number, duration, and cause
of deviations (including unknown cause, if applicable),
as applicable, and the corrective action taken.

(8) For each deviation froman enm ssion limtation
occurring at an affected source where you are using a
mercury continuous em ssion nonitor, according to the
site-specific nonitoring plan required in 863.8242(a)(3),
to comply with the emssion limtation in this subpart,
you nmust include the information in paragraphs (b)(1)

t hrough (4) of this section and the information in
paragraphs (b)(8)(i) through (xii) of this section. This
i ncludes periods of startup, shutdown, and mal functi on.

(i) The date and tinme that each mal function started
and stopped.

(i1) The date and time of each instance in which a
continuous nonitoring system was inoperative, except for
zero (low1evel) and high-1level checks.

(iii) The date, time, and duration of each instance
in which a continuous nonitoring system was out - of -
control, including the information in 863.8(c)(8).

(iv) The date and time that each deviation started
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and stopped, and whet her each deviation occurred during a
period of startup, shutdown, or malfunction or during
anot her peri od.

(v) A summary of the total duration of the
devi ation during the reporting period and the total
duration as a percent of the total source operating tinme
during that reporting period.

(vi) A breakdown of the total duration of the
devi ations during the reporting period including those
that are due to startup, shutdown, control equipment
probl ens, process problens, other known causes, and ot her
unknown causes.

(vii) A summary of the total duration of continuous
nmonitori ng system downti me during the reporting period
and the total duration of nonitoring system downtinme as a
percent of the total source operating tinme during the
reporting period.

(viii) An identification of each hazardous air
pol l utant that was nonitored at the affected source.

(ix) A brief description of the process units.

(x) A brief description of the continuous
nmonitoring system

(xi) The date of the latest continuous nonitoring
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system certification or audit.

(xii) A description of any changes in nonitoring
system processes, or controls since the |ast reporting
peri od.

(9) For each deviation from an operation and
mai nt enance standard occurring at an affected source
where you are using the periodic nonitoring option
specified in 863.8240(b) and your final control device is
not a nonregenerabl e carbon adsorber, the conpliance
report nust include the information in paragraphs (b) (1)
t hrough (4) of this section and the information in
par agraphs (b)(9)(i) through (x) of this section. This
i ncludes periods of startups, shutdowns and mal functions.

(i) The total operating time of each affected
source during the reporting period.

(ii) Information on the number, duration, and cause
of deviations (including unknown cause, if applicable),
as applicable, whether the deviation occurred during a
period of startup, shutdown, or mal function, or other
period, and the corrective action taken.

(iit1) The date and tinme of each instance in which a
CPMS was i noperative, except for zero (lowIlevel) and

hi gh-1 evel checks.
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(iv) The date, tine, and duration of each instance
in which a CPMS was out-of-control, including the
information specified in 863.8(c)(8).

(v) A summary of the total duration of the
devi ation during the reporting period and the total
duration as a percent of the total source operating tinme
during that reporting period.

(vi) A breakdown of the total duration of the
devi ations during the reporting period including those
that are due to startup, shutdown, control equipment
probl ens, process problens, other known causes, and ot her
unknown causes.

(vii) A summary of the total duration of continuous
nmonitori ng system downti me during the reporting period
and the total duration of nonitoring system downtinme as a
percent of the total source operating tinme during the
reporting period.

(viii) A brief description of the CPMS.

(ix) The date of the latest CPMS certification or
audit.

(x) A description of any changes in nonitoring
system processes, or controls since the |ast reporting

peri od.
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(10) The conpliance report nmust contain the mass of
virgin nmercury added to cells for the reporting period.

(11) The conpliance report nmust contain each
instance in which corrective actions taken under
863.8244(b)(2)(iv) did not result in average nonitoring
val ues being within range within 48 hours of the period
that the nonitoring value is out of range.

(12) The conpliance report nmust contain each
instance in which corrective action taken according to
863.8244(b)(2)(v) did not result in the maxi mum hourly
t enperature bei ng above the reference tenperature during
the first regeneration cycle followi ng the period that

the nonitoring value was out of range.

(c) lLnmmediate startup, shutdown, and malfunction
report. If you took an action during a startup,

shut down, or nmal function during the sem annual reporting
period that was not consistent with your startup,

shut down, and mal function plan required in 863.8226(b),
and the source exceeded any applicable em ssion
[imtation in this subpart, you nust submt an imredi ate
startup, shutdown, and mal function report according to
the requirenents in 863.10(d)(5)(ii).

(d) Title V nonitoring report. After your affected
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source has been issued a title V operating permt
pursuant to 40 CFR part 70 or 40 CFR part 71, you nust
report all deviations frompermt requirenents and

provi de reports of any required nonitoring in your

sem annual nonitoring report as required by 40 CFR
70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 40 CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A). If you
submt a sem annual conpliance report for an affected
source as required by this subpart as part of the

sem annual nonitoring report required by 40 CFR
70.6(a)(3)(iii)(A) or 40 CFR 71.6(a)(3)(iii)(A), and the
sem annual conpliance report includes all information
required by the 40 CFR part 70 or 40 CFR part 71

sem annual nonitoring report for the deviations that are
reported in the sem annual conpliance report, subm ssion
of the sem annual conpliance report satisfies your
obligation to report the same deviation information in
the sem annual nonitoring report. However, in such
situations, the sem annual nonitoring report nust cross-
reference the sem annual conpliance report, and

subm ssion of a sem annual conpliance report does not

ot herwi se affect any obligation you may have to report
deviations frompermt requirenents for an affected

source to your permtting authority under 40 CFR part 70
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or 40 CFR part 71.

863. 8256  \What records nust | keep?

(a) General records. You nust keep the records in

par agraphs (a)(1l) and (2) of this section.

(1) A copy of each notification and report that you
submtted to comply with this subpart, including al
docunent ati on supporting any initial notification or
Noti fication of Conpliance Status that you submtted,
according to the requirenents in 863.10(b)(2)(xiv).

(2) The records in 863.6(e)(3)(iii) through (v)
related to startup, shutdown, and mal functi on.

(b) Records associated with the by-product hydrogen
stream and end box ventilation system vent em ssion
l[imtations and the nmercury thermal recovery unit vent
emssion limtations. You nust keep the records in
par agraphs (b) (1) through (5) of this section related to
the emssion limtations in 863.8190(a)(2) through (3)
and (b).

(1) Records of performance tests as required in
863. 10(b) (2) (viii).

(2) Records of the mercury em ssions nonitoring
conducted during the performance tests.

(3) Records of the continuous or periodic nmercury
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em ssions nonitoring data.

(4) Records of the 52-week rolling average nercury
em ssi ons.

(5) Records associated with your site-specific
monitoring plan required in 863.8242(a)(3) (i.e., results
of inspections, calibrations, and validation checks of
each nmercury concentration continuous nonitoring system
(CM5)) .

(6) Records of chlorine production on a weekly
basi s.

(c) Records associated with the work practice
st andar ds.

(1) If you choose not to institute a cell room
noni toring program according to 863.8192(g) of this
subpart, you nust keep the records specified in
par agraphs (c)(1)(i) through (v) of this section.

(i) Records specified in Table 9 to this subpart
related to the work practice standards in Tables 1
t hrough 4 of this subpart.

(ii1) Your current floor-level mercury vapor
measur ement pl an.

(iii1) Records of the average val ue calculated from

at | east three nmeasurenents taken according to your
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floor-level nmercury vapor neasurenent plan.

(iv) Records indicated in 863.8192(d)(4)(i) for
mai nt enance activities that cause the floor-level nercury
concentration to exceed the action |evel.

(v) Records of all inspections and corrective
actions taken in response to a non-nai ntenance rel ated
Situation in which the mercury vapor concentration
exceeds the floor-level nercury concentration action
| evel .

(2) You nust maintain a copy of your current
washdown pl an and records of when each washdown occurs.

(3) You nust maintain records of the mass of virgin
mercury added to cells for each reporting period.

(4) If you choose to institute a cell room
moni t ori ng program according to 863.8192(g) of this
subpart, you nust keep your current cell room nonitoring
plan and the records specified in paragraphs (c)(4) (i)

t hrough (v) of this section.

(i) Records of the nonitoring conducted in
accordance with 863.8192(g)(2)(i) to establish your
action level, and records denonstrating the devel opnent
of this action |evel.

(i1) Records of the cell room nmercury concentration
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nmoni tori ng data col | ect ed.

(ii1) Instances when the action |evel is exceeded.

(iv) Records specified in 863.8192(g)(4)(i) for
mai nt enance activities that cause the mercury vapor
concentration to exceed the action |evel.

(v) Records of all inspections and corrective
actions taken in response to a non-nmai ntenance rel ated
situation in which the nmercury vapor concentration
exceeds the action |evel.

(d) Records associated with the periodic nonitoring
option if your final control device is not a
nonr egener abl e carbon adsorber. You nust keep the
records in paragraph (d)(1) through (3) of this section.

(1) Records of the CPMS data collected during the
performance test as specified in 863.8232(f)(1).

(2) Records docunenting the devel opment of the
maxi mum noni tori ng value or m ni mum noni toring val ue, as
appropriate, according to 863.8232(f)(2).

(3) Records of hourly average val ues of applicable
paranmeters nonitored as specified in 863.8244(b)(2)(ii)
or (iii).

863.8258 1 n what formand how | ong nmust | keep ny

records?
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(a) Your records nust be in a form suitable and
readily avail able for expeditious inspection and review,
according to 863.10(b)(1).

(b) As specified in 863.10(b)(1), you nust keep
each record for 5 years follow ng the date of each
occurrence, neasurenent, maintenance, corrective action,
report, or record.

(c) You nust keep each record on site for at | east
2 years after the date of each occurrence, neasurenent,
mai nt enance, corrective action, report, or record,
according to 863.10(b)(1). You can keep the records
offsite for the remaining 3 years.

Ot her Requirements and | nformation

8§63. 8262 \What parts of the General Provisions apply to

nme?
Table 10 to this subpart shows which parts of the
General Provisions in 8863.1 through 63.13 apply to you.

863. 8264 Who i npl enents and enforces this subpart?

(a) This subpart can be inplenmented and enforced by
us, the United States Environnental Protection Agency
(U.S. EPA), or a delegated authority such as your State,
| ocal, or tribal agency. |f the EPA Adm nistrator has

del egated authority to your State, local, or triba
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agency, then that agency has the authority to inplenment
and enforce this subpart. You should contact your EPA
Regional O fice to find out if this subpart is del egated
to your State, local, or tribal agency.

(b) In delegating inplenentation and enforcenent
authority of this subpart to a State, local, or triba
agency under subpart E of this part, the authorities
contained in paragraph (c) of this section are retained
by the EPA Adm nistrator and are not transferred to the
State, local, or tribal agency.

(c) The authorities in paragraphs (c)(1l) through
(4) of this section will not be delegated to State,
| ocal, or tribal agencies.

(1) Approval of alternatives under 863.6(g) to the
non-opacity emssion limtations in 863.8190 and work
practice standards in 863.8192.

(2) Approval of mmjor alternatives to test nethods
under 863.7(e)(2)(ii) and (f) and as defined in 863.90.

(3) Approval of major alternatives to nonitoring
under 863.8(f) and as defined in 863.90.

(4) Approval of mmjor alternatives to recordkeeping
and reporting under 863.10(f) and as defined in 863. 90.

863. 8266 \What definitions apply to this subpart?
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Terms used in this subpart are defined in the CAA,
in 863.2, and in this section as foll ows:

Aqueous liquid neans a liquid mxture in which water

is the predom nant conponent.

Bri ne nmeans an aqueous solution of alkali netal
chl oride, as sodium chloride salt solution or potassium
chloride salt solution, that is used in the electrolyzer
as a raw material .

By- product hydrogen stream neans the hydrogen gas

from each deconposer that passes through the hydrogen
system and is burned as fuel, transferred to another
process as raw material, or discharged directly to the
at nosphere.

Caustic nmeans an aqueous solution of alkali netal
hydr oxi de, as sodi um hydroxi de or potassi um hydroxi de,
that is produced in the deconposer.

Caustic basket neans a fixture adjacent to the

deconmposer that contains a serrated funnel over which the
caustic fromthe deconposer passes, breaking into
droplets such that electric current is interrupted.

Caustic system neans all vessels, piping, and

equi pment that convey caustic and renove nercury fromthe

caustic stream The caustic system begins at the
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deconposer and ends after the primary filters.
Cell room nmeans a building or other structure in
whi ch one or nore nercury cells are | ocated.

Conti nuous paraneter nonitoring system or CPMS,

means the total equipnment that may be required to neet
the data acquisition and availability requirements of
this subpart, used to sanple, condition (if applicable),
anal yze, and provide a record of process of control
system par aneters.

Control device nmeans a piece of equipnment (such as

condensers, coolers, chillers, heat exchangers, m st
el imnators, absorption units, and adsorption units) that
renmoves nmercury from gaseous streans.

Deconposer neans the conponent of a nercury cell in

whi ch nmercury amal gam and water react in bed of graphite
packing (within a cylindrical vessel), producing caustic
and hydrogen gas and returning nmercury to its el enmental
formfor re-use in the process.

Devi ati on nmeans any instance in which an affected
source subject to this subpart, or an owner or operator
of such a source:

(1) Fails to neet any requirenment or obligation

established by this subpart including, but not limted
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to, any emssion limtation (including any operating
limt) or work practice standard,;

(2) Fails to neet any termor condition that is
adopted to i nplenment an applicable requirement in this
subpart and that is included in the title V operating
permt for any affected source required to obtain such a
permt;

(3) Fails to neet any emission limtation
(i ncluding any operating limt) or work practice standard
in this subpart during startup, shutdown, or nalfunction,
regardl ess of whether or not such failure is allowed by
this subpart; or

(4) Fails to take corrective actions within 48
hours that result in parameter nonitoring val ues being
wi t hin range.

El ectrolyzer neans the main conponent of the mercury

cell that consists of an elongated, shallow steel trough
that holds a layer of nmercury as a flowi ng cathode. The
el ectrolyzer is enclosed by side panels and a top that
suspends netal anodes. In the electrolyzer, brine is fed
between a flowi ng nercury cathode and netal anodes in the
presence of electricity to produce chlorine gas and an

al kali nmetal -nercury amal gam (nercury amal gam .
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Em ssion limtation nmeans any em ssion |limt or

operating limt.

End box nmeans a conponent of a nmercury cell for
transferring materials between the electrolyzer and the
deconposer. The inlet end box collects and conbi nes raw
materials at the inlet end of the cell, and the outlet
end box separates and directs various materials either
into the deconposer or out of the cell.

End box ventilation system neans all vessel s,

pi pi ng, and equi pnent that evacuate the head space of
each nmercury cell end box (and possibly other vessels and
equi pnment) to the atnmosphere. The end box ventilation
system begi ns at the end box (and other vessel or

equi pmrent which is being evacuated) and term nates at the
end box ventilation systemvent. The end box ventilation
system includes all control devices.

End box ventilation system vent neans the di scharge

poi nt of the end box ventilation systemto the atnosphere
after all control devices.

Hydr ogen | eak neans hydrogen gas (containing mercury

vapor) that is escaping fromthe deconposer or hydrogen

system

Hydr ogen system neans all vessels, piping, and
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equi pnment that convey a by-product hydrogen stream The
hydrogen system begins at the deconposer and ends at the
poi nt just downstream of the |ast control device. The
hydrogen system includes all control devices.

In liquid nmercury service neans containing or com ng

in contact with liquid nmercury.

Liquid nmercury accunul ation neans one or nore liquid

mercury droplets, or a pool of liquid nmercury, present on
the floor or other surface exposed to the atnobsphere.

Liquid mercury |l eak neans the liquid nmercury that is

dri pping or otherw se escaping from process equi pnent.

Liquid mercury spill nmeans a liquid nercury

accurmul ation resulting froma liquid mercury that |eaked
from process equi pnment or that dripped during mai ntenance
or handli ng.

Mercury cell neans a device consisting of an

el ectrol yzer and deconposer, with one or nore end boxes,
a nmercury punp, and other conponents |inking the
el ectrol yzer and deconposer.

Mercury cell amal gam seal pot neans a conpart nment

t hrough which nercury amal gam passes from an outl et end
box to a deconposer

Mercury cell chlor-alkali plant nmeans all contiguous
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or adjoining property that is under comon control, where
mercury cells are used to manufacture product chlorine,
product caustic, and by-product hydrogen and where
mercury may be recovered from wastes.

Mercury cell chlor-alkali production facility means

an affected source consisting of all cell roonms and
ancillary operations used in the manufacture of product
chl orine, product caustic, and by-product hydrogen at a
mercury cell chlor-alkali plant.

Mercury concentration CMS, or nercury concentration

continuous nmonitoring system neans a CMS, as defined in

863. 2, that continuously neasures the concentration of
mercury.

Mer cury-contai ni ng wastes nmeans waste materi al s

containing nercury, which are typically classified under
Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) solid waste
desi gnations. KO71 wastes are sludges fromthe brine
system K106 are wastewater treatnent sludges. D009
wastes are non-specific mercury-containi ng wastes,

further classified as either debris or nondebris (i.e.,
cell room sludges and carbon from deconposes).

Mercury punp neans a conponent of a nercury cell for

conveying elenmental nmercury re-created in the deconposer
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to the beginning of the mercury cell. A mercury punp is
typically found either as an in-line nmercury punp (near a
mercury suction pot or nercury seal pot) or submerged
mercury punp (within a nercury punp tank or mercury punp
seal ).

Mercury recovery facility neans an affected source

consisting of all processes and associ ated operati ons
needed for mercury recovery fromwastes at a nercury cel
chl or-al kali plant.

Mercury thermal recovery unit nmeans the retort(s)

where nmercury-containing wastes are heated to volatilize
mercury and the mercury recovery/control system (contro
devi ces and ot her equi pnent) where the retort off-gas is
cool ed, causing nmercury to condense and liquid mercury to
be recovered.

Mercury thermal recovery unit vent neans the

di scharge point of the mercury thermal recovery unit to
t he atnosphere after all recovery/control devices. This
term enconpasses both oven type vents and non-oven type
vents.

Mercury vacuum cl eaner neans a cl eanup device used

to draw a liquid nmercury spill or accurmulation (via

suction pressure) into a closed conpartnent.
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Non- oven type nercury thermal recovery unit vent

means the discharge point to the atnosphere after al
recovery/control devices of a nmercury thermal recovery
unit in which the retort is either a rotary kiln or
single hearth retort.

Open-top cont ai ner nmeans any contai ner that does not

have a tight-fitting cover that keeps its contents from
bei ng exposed to the atnosphere.

Oven type nercury thernmal recovery unit vent neans

t he discharge point to the atnosphere after all
recovery/control devices of a nmercury thermal recovery
unit in which each retort is a batch oven retort.

Responsi bl e official means responsible official as

defined in 40 CFR 70. 2.

Retort nmeans a furnace where nmercury-containing
wastes are heated to drive nercury into the gas phase.
The types of retorts used as part of mercury thernal
recovery units at mercury cell chlor-alkali plants
i ncl ude batch oven retorts, rotary kilns, and single
hearth retorts.

Spal ling means fragnentation by chi pping.

Sunp neans a large reservoir or pit for wastewaters

(primarily washdown waters).
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Trench nmeans a narrow channel or depression built
into the length of a cell roomfloor that |eads washdown
materials to a drain.

Vent hose neans a connection for transporting gases
fromthe nercury cell

Virgin nmercury nmeans nmercury that has not been

processed in an onsite nercury thermal recovery unit or
ot herwi se recovered from nercury-contai ni ng wastes
onsite.

Washdown neans the act of rinsing a floor or surface
with a stream of aqueous liquid to cleanse it of a liquid
mercury spill or accumul ation, generally by driving it
into a trench.

Week neans any consecutive seven-day period.

Wrk practice standard neans any design, equi pnment,

wor k practice, or operational standard, or conbination
thereof, that is pronul gated pursuant to section 112(h)

of the CAA.
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Tabl es to Subpart 11111 of Part 63

Table 1 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Wrk Practice
St andards - Design, Operation, and M ntenance

Requi renment s

As stated in 863.8192, you nust neet the work practice
standards in the follow ng table:

For

You nust

1. Cell roons

2. Mercury
cells and
el ectrolyzers

a. For new or nodified cell roons,
construct each cell roominterior using
materials that are resistant to
absorption of mercury, resistant to
corrosion, facilitate the detection of
liquid nmercury spills or accumul ati ons,
and are easy to clean.

b. Limt access around and beneath
mercury cells in each cell roomto
prevent liquid mercury from being tracked
i nto other areas.

c. Provide adequate lighting in each cel
roomto facilitate the detection of
liquid mercury spills or accumul ati ons.

d. Mnimze the nunber of itenms stored
around and beneath cells in each cell
room

a. Operate and maintain each

el ectrol yzer, deconposer, end box, and
mercury punp to mnimze | eakage of
mercury.
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b. Prior to opening an el ectrolyzer for
mai nt enance, do the follow ng: (1)
conplete work that can be done before
opening the electrolyzer in order to
mnimze the tinme required to conplete
mai nt enance when the electrolyzer is
open; (2) fill the electrolyzer with an
aqueous |iquid, when possible; (3) allow
the el ectrolyzer to cool before opening;
and (4) schedul e and staff mai ntenance of
the electrolyzer to mnimze the time the
el ectrolyzer is open.

c. When the electrolyzer top is raised
and before noving the top and anodes,

t horoughly flush all visible mercury from
the top and the anodes with an aqueous

i qui d, when possi bl e.

d. While an electrolyzer is open, keep
the bottom covered with an aqueous |iquid
or maintain a continuous flow of aqueous
i quid, when possible.

e. During an el ectrolyzer side panel
change, take nmeasures to ensure an
aqueous |liquid covers or flows over the
bottom when possi bl e.

f. Each tine an electrolyzer is opened,
i nspect and repl ace conponents, as
appropri ate.

g. If you step into an electrolyzer
bottom either renove all visible nmercury
fromyour footwear or replace them

i mmedi ately after stepping out of the

el ectrolyzer.

h. If an electrolyzer is disassenbled for
over haul nmai ntenance or for any other
reason, chemically clean the bed plate or
t horoughly flush it with an aqueous
l'iquid.



3. Vessels in
['iquid
mercury
service

4. Piping and
process |ines
inliquid

mer cury
service

5. Cell room
floors
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i. Before transporting each el ectrolyzer
part to another work area, renove al
visible mercury fromthe part or contain
the part to prevent nercury from dri pping
during transport.

j. After conpleting maintenance on an
el ectrolyzer, check any nercury piping
flanges that were opened for liquid
mercury | eaks.

k. If aliquid mercury spill occurs
duri ng any mai ntenance activity on an

el ectrolyzer, clean it up in accordance
with the requirenents in Table 3 to this
subpart.

If you replace a vessel containing
mercury that is intended to trap and
collect mercury after [INSERT DATE OF
PUBLI CATI ON OF THI'S FI NAL RULE I N THE
FEDERAL REG STER], replace it with a
vessel that has a cone shaped bottomw th
a drain valve or other design that
readily facilitates mercury collection.

a. To prevent nercury buil dup after

[ | NSERT DATE OF PUBLI CATION OF THI' S FI NAL
RULE | N THE FEDERAL REG STER], equip each
new process |ine and piping systemwth
smooth interiors and adequate | ow point
drai ns or nmercury knock-out pots to avoid
[iquid mercury buildup within the pipe
and to facilitate nmercury collection and
recovery.

a. Maintain a coating on cell roomfloors
that is resistant to absorption of
mercury and that facilitates the
detection of liquid nmercury spills or
accunul ati ons.

b. Maintain cell roomfloors such that
they are snmooth and free of cracking and
spal l'i ng.
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End boxes
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c. Maintain the cell roomfloor to
prevent mercury accunulation in the
corners.

d. Maintain a |ayer of aqueous |iquid on
liquid mercury contained in trenches or
drai ns and repl eni sh the aqueous | ayer at
| east once per day.

e. Keep the cell room floor clean and
free of debris.

f. If you step into a liquid mercury
spill or accunul ation, either renove al
visible mercury fromyour footwear or
repl ace your footwear inmmediately.

a. Either equip each end box with a fixed
cover that is leak tight, or route the
end box head space to an end box
ventilation system

b. For each end box ventilation system
mai ntain a flow of aqueous |iquid over
the liquid nmercury in the end box and

mai ntain the tenperature of the aqueous
liquid belowits boiling point, maintain
a negative pressure in the end box
ventilation system and maintain the end
box ventilation systemin good condition.

c. Maintain each end box cover in good
condition and keep the end box cl osed
when the cell is in service and when
liquid mercury is flow ng down the cell
except when operation or maintenance
activities require short-term access.

d. Keep all bolts and C-cl anps used to
hold the covers in place when the cell is
in service and when liquid nmercury is
flowi ng down the cell



7.
Deconposers
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e. Maintain each access port stopper in
an end box cover in good sealing
condition and keep each end box access
port cl osed when the cell is in service
and when liquid nmercury is flow ng down
the cell.

a. Maintain each deconposer cover in good
condition and keep each deconposer cl osed
and seal ed, except when mai ntenance
activities require the cover to be
renoved.

b. Maintain connections between the
deconposer and the correspondi ng cell
conponents, hydrogen system piping, and
caustic system piping in good condition
and keep the connections closed/tight,
except when mai ntenance activities
requi re openi ng/l oosening these
connecti ons.

c. Keep each nercury cell amal gam sea
pot cl osed and seal ed, except when
operation or maintenance activities
require short-term access.

d. Prior to opening a deconposer, do the
following: fill the deconmposer with an
aqueous liquid or drain the deconposer
liquid nmercury into a container that
neets requirenments in Table 1, Item 9 or
10, allow the deconposer to cool before
openi ng, and conplete work that can be
done before opening the deconposer.

e. Take precautions to avoid nercury
spills when changing graphite grids or
balls in horizontal deconposers or
graphite packing in vertical deconposers.
If a spill occurs, you nust clean it up
in accordance with the requirenents in
Table 3 to this subpart.

f. After each mai ntenance activity, use
an appropriate technique (Table 6 to this
subpart) to check for hydrogen | eaks.



8. Subnerged
mercury punps

9. Open-top
cont ai ners
hol di ng
liquid

mer cury

10. Cl osed
cont ai ners
used to store
['iquid
mercury
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g. Before transporting any internal part
fromthe deconposer (such as the graphite
basket) to another work area, renove al
visible mercury fromthe part or contain
the part to prevent nmercury fromdri pping
during transport.

h. Store carbon from deconposers in
accordance with the requirements in 40
CFR part 265, subparts | and CC, until
the carbon is treated or is disposed.

a. Provide a vapor outlet connection from
each subnerged punp to an end box
ventilation system The connection nust
be mai ntai ned under negative pressure.

b. Keep each nercury punp tank cl osed,
except when mai ntenance or operation
activities require the cover to be
renmoved.

c. Maintain a flow of aqueous |iquid over
the liquid mercury in each nmercury punp
tank and maintain the aqueous liquid at a
tenperature below its boiling point.

Mai ntain a | ayer of aqueous liquid over
l'iquid mercury in each open-top

contai ner. Repl enish the aqueous |ayer at
| east once per day and, when necessitated
by operating procedures or observation,
collect the liquid nmercury fromthe
container in accordance with the
requirenments in Table 4 to this subpart.

a. Store liquid nmercury in containers
with tight fitting covers.

b. Maintain the seals on the covers in
good condi tion.

c. Keep each container securely closed
when nmercury is not being added to, or
removed from the container.
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11. Caustic a. Maintain the seal between each caustic
systens basket cover and caustic basket by using
gaskets and ot her appropriate materi al .

b. Do not allow solids and |iquids
col l ected from back-flushing primry
caustic filters to contact floors or run
into open trenches.

c. Collect solids and liquids from back-
flushing each primary caustic filter and
col | ect these nmercury-containi ng wastes
in process vessels or in accordance with
the requirenments in 40 CFR part 265,
subparts | and CC.

d. Keep each caustic basket closed and
seal ed, except when operation or

mai nt enance activities require short term
access.

12. Hydrogen a. Collect drips fromeach hydrogen seal

systens pot and conpressor seal in containers
neeting the requirenments in this table
for open containers. These drips should
not be allowed to run on the floor or in
open trenches.

b. Mnim ze purging of hydrogen from a
deconposer into the cell room by either
sweepi ng the deconposer with an inert gas
or by routing the hydrogen to the
hydrogen system

c. Maintain hydrogen piping gaskets in
good condi tion.

d. After any maintenance activities, use
an appropriate technique (Table 6 to this
subpart) to check all hydrogen piping
flanges that were opened for hydrogen

| eaks.

Table 2 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Wrk Practice
St andards - Required |Inspections

As stated in 863.8192, you nust neet the work practice
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standards in the follow ng table:

At
You nust | east And if you find You must

I nspect once

each .
1. Each hal f a | eaking vent take action
vent hose day hose I mmedi ately to
on each correct the
mercury | eak.
cell
2. Each hal f liquid mercury take action
open-top day that is not i medi ately to
cont ai ner covered by an cover the liquid
hol di ng aqueous liquid mercury with an
liquid aqueous | i qui d.
mercury
3. Each end half a. an end box take action
box day cover not i medi ately to

securely in place

b. an end box
st opper not

securely in place

c. liquid mercury

in an end box
that is not
covered by an
aqueous |iquid at
a tenperature

bel ow boi li ng

put the end box
cover securely
in place.

take action

i medi ately to
put the end box
st opper securely
i n place.

take action

i medi ately to
cover the liquid
mercury with an
aqueous |iquid.



4. Each
mer cury
amal gam
seal pot

5. Each
mer cury
seal pot

6. Cell
room fl oors

7. Pillars
and beans

8. Each
caustic
basket

hal f
day

hal f

day

mont h

nont hs

hal f
day
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a seal pot
that is not
securely in place

cover

a nercury sea
pot stopper not
securely in place

cracks,
or ot her
defici encies that
coul d cause
liquid mercury to
becone trapped

spal I i ng,

cracks,
or ot her
defici encies that
coul d cause
liquid nmercury to
beconme trapped

spal I'i ng,

a caustic basket
cover that is not
securely in place

t ake action
I medi ately to

put the seal pot
cover securely
I n place.

take action

i medi ately to
put the mercury
seal pot stopper
securely in

pl ace.

repair the
crack, spalling,
or ot her
defi ci ency
within 1 nonth
fromthe tinme
you identify the
defi ci ency.

repair the
crack, spalling,
or other
defi ci ency
within 1 nonth
fromthe tinme
you identify the
defi ci ency.

t ake action

i edi ately to
put the caustic
basket cover
securely in

pl ace.



9. Al

equi prment
and pi pi ng
in the
caustic
system

10. All

fl oors and
ot her
sur f aces
wher e
['iquid
mercury
coul d
accunul at e
in cell
rooms and
ot her
producti on
facilities
and in
nmercury
recovery
facilities

day

hal f
day
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equi pnment that is

| eaki ng caustic

a liquid nmercury
spill or
accunul ation

initiate repair
of the | eaking
equi pment wit hin
72 hours from
the tinme that
you identify the
caustic | eak.

take the
required action
specified in
Table 3 to this
subpart.



11. Each

el ectrolyze
r bottom

el ectrolyze
r side
panel , end
box,

mer cury
amal gam
seal pot,
deconposer,
mer cury
punp, and
hydr ogen
cool er, and
al | other
vessel s,

pi pi ng, and
equi pnment
in liquid
mercury
service in
the cell
room

12. Each
deconposer
and all
hydr ogen
pi ping up
to the
hydr ogen
header

day

hal f
day
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equi pnment that is take the

| eaking |iquid required action

mer cury specified in
Table 3 to this
subpart.

equi pnment that is take the
| eaki ng hydrogen required action

and/ or nmercury specified in
vapor Table 3 to this
subpart.



13. Al
equi prment
in the
hydr ogen
system from
the start
of the
header to
t he | ast
contr ol
devi ce

Table 3 to Subpart

St andards -

nont hs
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equi pnment that is take the
| eaki ng hydrogen required action

and/ or mercury specified in
vapor Table 3 to this
subpart.

111l of Part 63--Wrk Practice

Required Actions for Liquid Mercury Spills
and Accunul ati ons and Hydrogen and Mercury Vapor Leaks

As stated in 863.8192, you nust neet the work practice
standards in the follow ng table:

During a required

i nspection or

at

any other time, if

you find

You mnust

1. Aliquid nmercury

spill or
accunul ati on

a. Initiate clean up of the liquid
mercury spill or accurul ation as

soon as possible, but no later than
1 hour fromthe tinme you detect it.

b. Clean up liquid mercury using a
mercury vacuum cl eaner or by using
an alternative nmethod. If you use
an alternative nmethod to clean up
liquid nmercury, you nust submt a
description of the nmethod to the
Adm nistrator in your Notification
of Conpliance Status report.

c. If you use a nmercury vacuum

cl eaner, the vacuum cl eaner nust be
desi gned to prevent generation of

ai rborne nmercury; you rnust cap the
ends of hoses after each use; and
after vacuum ng, you nust wash down
t he area.
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d. Inspect all equipnment in liquid
mercury service in the surrounding
area to identify the source of the
liquid mercury within 1 hour from
the time you detect the liquid
mercury spill or accunul ation.

e. If you identify | eaking

equi pnent as the source of the
spill or accumul ation, contain the
dri pping mercury, stop the |eak,
and repair the | eaking equi pnment as
speci fied bel ow.

f. I'f you cannot identify the
source of the liquid mercury spil

or accunmul ation, re-inspect the
area within 6 hours of the tine you
detected the liquid mercury spil

or accumul ation, or within 6 hours
of the last inspection of the area.



2. Equi pnment that
is leaking liquid
mer cury
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a. Contain the liquid nmercury

dri pping fromthe | eaki ng equi pnent
by placing a container under the
leak within 30 m nutes fromthe
time you identify the liquid
mercury | eak.

b. The contai ner nust neet the
requi renent for open-top containers
in Table 1 to this subpart.

c. Make a first attenpt at stopping
the leak within 1 hour fromthe
time you identify the liquid
mercury | eak.

d. Stop the |leak and repair the
| eaki ng equi pment within 4 hours
fromthe time you identify the
liquid nmercury |eak

e. You can delay repair of

equi pmrent leaking liquid nercury if
you either isolate the |eaking

equi pnent fromthe process so that
it does not remain in nercury
service; or determ ne that you
cannot repair the |eaking equi pment
wi t hout taking the cell off |ine,
provi ded that you contain the
dripping mercury at all tinmes as
descri bed above, and take the cel
off line as soon as practicabl e,
but no later than 48 hours fromthe
time you identify the | eaking

equi pnment. You cannot place the
cell back into service until the

| eaki ng equi pment is repaired.



3. A deconposer or
hydrogen system

pi ping up to the
hydrogen header
that is |eaking
hydr ogen and/ or
mercury vapor

4. Equi pment in the
hydrogen system
fromthe start of

t he hydrogen header
to the last contro

device, that is
| eaki ng hydrogen
and/ or nmercury
vapor
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a. Make a first attenpt at stopping
the leak within 1 hour fromthe
time you identify the hydrogen
and/ or mercury vapor | eak.

b. Stop the | eak and repair the
| eaki ng equi pnment within 4 hours
fromthe time you identify the
hydrogen and/ or nercury vapor | eak.
c. You can delay repair of a

equi prent | eaki ng hydrogen and/ or
mercury vapor if you isolate the

| eaki ng equi pment or take the cel
off line until you repair the

| eaki ng equi pment .

a. Make a first attenpt at stopping
the leak within 4 hours fromthe
time you identify the hydrogen
and/ or mercury vapor | eak.

b. Stop the | eak and repair the
header within 24 hours fromthe
time you identify the hydrogen
and/ or mercury vapor | eak.

c. You can delay repair of

equi pnent | eaki ng hydrogen and/ or
mercury vapor if you isolate the
Ieaking equi pment .

Table 4 to Subpart
Requi rements for

St andar ds -

As stated in 863.8192, you nust

of Part 63--Work Practice
Mercury Liquid Collection

neet the work practice

standards in the follow ng table:

You nust

col | ect At the
liquid foll ow ng
mer cury I nterval s

from.

When collecting the mercury,
must

you
neet these requirenents




1. Open-
top
cont ai ner
S

2.
Vessel s,

| ow poi nt
drai ns,
mercury
knock- out
pots, and
ot her

cl osed
nmercury
collectio
n points

3. Al
ot her
equi prment

a. at | east
once each
72 hours.

a. at | east
once each
week.

a. whenever
nai nt enance
activities
require the
openi ng of
t he

equi pment .
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i. I'f you
spill
liquid
mercury
during
collectio
n or
transport
, you
must take
t he
action
specified
in

Tabl e 3
to this
subpart
for
liquid
mercury
spills
and
accunul at
i ons.

See 1.a.i
t hrough
i
above.

See
l.a.i.

t hr ough
i
above.

ii. From
the tine
t hat you
col | ect
liquid
mer cury
into a

t enporary
cont ai ner
until the
tinme that
you store
t he
l['iquid
mercury,
you nust
keep it
covered
by an
aqueous
liquid.

Pii.
Wthin 4
hour s
fromthe
time you
col | ect

t he
liquid
nmercury,
you must
transfer
it from
each

t enporary
cont ai ner
to a

st orage
cont ai ner
t hat
nmeets the
specifica
tions in
Table 1
to this
subpart.
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Table 5 to Subpart I1I1111--Required El ements of Floor-
Level Mercury Vapor Measurenent and Cell Room Monitoring
Pl ans

Your Floor-Level Mercury Vapor Measurenent Plan required
by 863.8192(d) and Cell Room Monitoring Plan required by
863.8192(g) nust contain the elements listed in the
follow ng table:

You must specify in
your pl an.

Addi ti onal requirenents

Fl oor-Level Mercury Vapor Measurenent Pl an

1. Locations in the
cell room where you

will neasure the | evel

of mercury vapor

2. Equi pment or

sanpling and
anal yti cal methods
that you will use to

measure the | evel of
Mercury vapor

3. Measurenent
frequency

4. Nunmber of
measur enent s

The | ocations nust be
representative of the entire
cell roomfloor area. At a

m ni mum you nust neasure the

| evel of nercury vapor above
mercury-containing cell room
equi pment, as well as areas
around the cells, deconposes, or
ot her nmercury-containi ng

equi prment .

If an instrunment or other

equi pnment is used, the plan nust
i ncl ude manuf acturer
specifications and calibration
procedures. The plan nust al so
include a description of how you
will ensure that the instrunent
wll be calibrated and

mai nt ai ned according to
manuf act urer specifications.

Measur enments nust take place at
| east once each hal f day.

At | east three readi ngs nust
taken at each sanple | ocation
and the average of these
readi ngs nust be recorded.



5. A floor-Ievel
mercury concentration
action | evel

Cel |
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The action | evel may not be
hi gher than 0.05 ng/ n?.

Room Monitoring Pl an

1.

syst
2.

Details of your
mercury nonitoring

em

How representative

sanmpling will be
conduct ed

3.

Qual

ity

assurance/ quality

cont
your

r ol
mer

procedures for
cury

noni toring system

4.

Your

action | evel

| ncl ude sonme pre-plan
measurenents to denonstrate the
profile of mercury concentration
in the cell room and how the

sel ected sanpling | ocations
ensure representativeness.

| ncl ude a description of how you
wi Il keep records or other neans
to denonstrate that the system
is operating properly.

| ncl ude the background data used
to establish your action |evel.

Techni ques for

Tabl

e 6 to Subpart

[Tl of Part 63--Exanples of

Equi pment Problem I dentification, Leak

Detecti on and Mercury Vapor Measurenents

As stated in Tables 1 and 2 of Subpart 1111, exanples of

t echni ques for

equi prment

problemidentification, |eak

detection and nercury vapor measurenents can be found in
the follow ng table:

To Detect

You could use . . Principle of

det ecti on
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1. Leaking vent Vi sual
hoses; liquid i nspecti ons.
mercury that is
not covered by an
aqueous liquid in
open-top
containers or end
boxes; end box
covers or

st oppers, amal gam
seal pot

st oppers, or
causti c basket
covers not
securely in

pl ace; cracks or
spalling in cel
room fl oors,
pillars, or

beanms; caustic

| eaks; liquid

mer cury
accunul ati ons or
spills; and

equi pnent that is
| eaking liquid

mer cury
2. Equipnent that a. Auditory and
i s | eaking Vi sua

hydrogen and/ or i nspections.

mer cury vapor

duri ng

i nspecti ons
required by Table
2 to this subpart
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b. Portable
Mercury vapor
anal yzer -
ul travi ol et
absorption
det ect or.

i ght

c. Portable
Mercury vapor

anal yzer - gold
filmamal gamati on
det ect or.

A sanmpl e of gas
is drawn through
a detection cell
where ultraviol et
light at 253.7
nanonmeters (nm
is directed

per pendi cul arly
t hrough the
sanple toward a
phot odet ect or.

El emental nercury
absorbs the
incident light in

proportion to its
concentration in
the air stream

A sanpl e of gas
is drawn through
a detection cell
containing a gold
filmdetector.

El enmental nmercury
amal gamat es with
the gold film
changi ng the

resi stance of the
detector in
proportion to the
mer cury
concentration in
the air sanple.
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d. Portable
short -wave
ul travi ol et
i ght,

fl uorescent
background -
vi sual

i ndi cati on.

e. Portable
conmbusti bl e gas
met er .

U traviolet |ight
is directed
toward a

fl uorescent
backgr ound
positioned behind
a suspected
source of mercury
em ssi ons.

El emental nercury
vapor absorbs the
ul travi ol et

i ght, projecting
a dark shadow

i mge on the

fl uorescent
backgr ound.
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3. Level of a. Portable See Item 2. b.
Mercury vapor in mercury vapor
the cell roomand analyzer -
ot her areas ultraviolet |ight
absorption
det ector.

b. Portable See Item 2. c.
mercury vapor

anal yzer - gold

fil mamal gamati on

det ect or.

c. Permanganat e A known vol ume of
i Mpi ngenent . gas sanple is
absorbed in
pot assi um
per manganat e
sol uti on.
El emental nercury
in the solution
is determ ned
using a cold
vapor adsorption
anal yzer, and the
concentration of
mercury in the
gas sanple is
cal cul at ed.

Table 7 to Subpart 1111 of Part 63--Required El enents of
Washdown Pl ans

As stated in 863.8192, your witten washdown plan nust
address the elenents contained in the follow ng table:
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For each of the foll ow ng
ar eas.

You must establish the
following as part of your
pl an.

1. Center aisles of cell
rooms

2. Electrolyzers

3. End boxes and areas
under end boxes

4. Deconposers and areas
under deconposers

5. Caustic baskets and
areas around caustic
basket s

6. Hydrogen system pi ping
7. Basenent floor of cel
r ooms

8. Tanks

9. Pillars and beans in
cell roons

10. Mercury cell repair
areas

11. Mai ntenance shop areas

12. Work tables

13. Mercury thernmal
recovery units

14. Storage areas for

Mer cury-cont ai ni ng wastes

A description of the manner
of washdown of the area,
and the washdown frequency
for the area.

Table 8 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63-Requirenents for Cel
Room Moni t ori ng Program

As stated in 863.8192(g)(1),

your mercury nonitoring

system nust neet the requirenents contained in the

foll owi ng tabl e:

If you utilize an Your

Must
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1. Extractive a. Mercury vapor
col d vapor anal yzer
spectroscopy
system
b. Sanpling
system

be capabl e of
conti nuously
nmonitoring the

el emental mercury
concentration
with a detection
| evel at | east
two tines | ower

t han t he baseline
mer cury
concentration in
the cell room

obtain
measurenents at
three or nore

| ocati ons al ong
the center aisle
of the cell room
at a hei ght
sufficient to
ensure that
sanple is
representative of
the entire cel
room One
sanpling | ocation
must be above the
m dpoi nt of the
center aisle, and
t he other two an
equi di st ance

bet ween t he

m dpoi nt and the
end of the cells.
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2. Open path a. Mercury vapor
differential anal yzer
opti cal

absorption
spectroscopy
system

b. Path

be capabl e of
conti nuously
nmonitoring the

el emental mercury
concentration
with a detection
| evel at | east
two tines | ower

t han t he baseline
mer cury
concentration in
the cell room

be directed al ong
the center aisle
at a hei ght
sufficient to
ensure that the
sanple is
representative of
the entire cel
room

Table 9 to Subpart 11111 of Part 63--Required Records for
Work Practice Standards

As stated in 863.8256(c), you nust keep the records
(related to the work practice standards) specified in the

follow ng table:

You nust
For each . . . foll ow ng

record the

i nformati on

1. Inspection required by Date and tine the
Table 2 to this subpart i nspection was conduct ed.
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2. Situation found during
an i nspection required by
Table 2 to this subpart:

| eaki ng vent hose; open-top
contai ner where |iquid
mercury i s not covered by
an aqueous liquid; end box

cover that is not securely
in place; end box stopper
that is not securely in

pl ace; end box where liquid
mercury is not covered by
an aqueous liquid at a

t enperature bel ow boiling;
seal pot cover that is not
securely in place; open or
mercury seal pot stopper

that is not securely in
pl ace; crack, spalling, or
ot her deficiency in a cel

roomfl oor, pillar, or

that could cause liquid
mercury to become trapped;
or caustic basket that is
not securely in place.

3. Caustic |eak during an
i nspection required by
Table 2 to this subpart

beam

a. Description of the
condi tion.

b. Location of the
condi ti on.

c. Date and tinme you
identify the condition.

d. Description of the
corrective action taken.

e. Date and tinme you
successfully conplete the
corrective action.

a. Location of the | eak.

b. Date and tinme you
identify the | eak.

c. Date and tinme you
successfully stop the | eak
and repair the | eaking
equi pnent .
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4. Liquid nmercury spill or
accurmul ation identified
during an inspection
required by Table 2 to this
subpart or at any other
time

a. Location of the liquid
mercury spill or
accunul ati on.

b. Estimte of the weight
of liquid mercury.

c. Date and tine you detect
the liquid nmercury spill or
accurul ati on.

d. Method you use to clean
up the liquid nmercury spil
or accunul ati on.

e. Date and tine when you
clean up the liquid mercury
spill or accunul ati on.

f. Source of the liquid
mercury spill or
accurul ati on.

g. If the source of the

liquid mercury spill or
accunul ation i s not
identified, the tine when

you reinspect the area.
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5. Liquid nercury |eak or
hydr ogen | eak identified
during an inspection
required by Table 2 to this
subpart or at any other
time

6. Occasion for which it is
not possible to performthe
desi gn, operation and

mai nt enance procedures
required by Item 2 of Table
1 to this subpart.

a. Location of the |eak.
b. Date and tinme you
identify the | eak.

c. If the leak is a liquid
mercury | eak, the date and
time that you successfully
contain the dripping liquid
mercury.

d. Date and tinme you first
attenpt to stop the |eak

e. Date and tinme you
successfully stop the | eak
and repair the | eaking
equi prment .

f. If you take a cell off
line or isolate the |eaking
equi pnent, the date and
time you take the cell off
line or isolate the |eaking
equi pnent, and the date and
time you put the cell or

i sol ated equi pnment back
into service.

a. Reason for not being
able to perform each
procedure determ ned to be
not possi bl e.

b. Actions taken to reduce
or prevent nmercury

em ssions, in lieu of the
requirenments in Table 1 to
this subpart.

Table 10 to Subpart 11111

Gener al

Provi sions to Subpart

of Part 63--Applicability of
1

As stated in 863.8262, you nust conply with the



appl i cabl e General
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the follow ng tabl e:

Provi sions requirenents according to

Citation Subj ect Applies to Expl anatio
Subpart n
111
8§63.1 Applicability Yes
863. 2 Defi nitions Yes
863. 3 Units and Yes
Abbr evi ati ons
863. 4 Pr ohi bi t ed Yes
Activities
863.5 Construction/ Yes
Reconstructi on
863. 6(a) Conpl i ance with Yes
- (9), St andar ds and
(i), (j) Mai nt enance
Requi renment s
863. 6( h) Conpl i ance with No Subpart
Opacity and 11111 does
Vi si bl e Em ssi on not have
St andar ds opacity
and
vi si bl e
eni ssi on
st andar ds.
863.7(a)( Performance Yes Subpart
1), (b)- Testi ng NN
(h) Requi renment s specifies
addi ti onal

requirenen
ts rel ated
to site-
specific
test plans
and the
conduct of
performanc
e tests.



863. 7(a) (
2)

863. 8(a) (
1),
(a)(3);
(b);
(c)(1)-
(4), (6)-
(8); (d);
(e); and
(f)(1)-
(5)

863. 8(a) (
2)

863. 8(a) (
4)
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Applicability and
Per f ormance Test
Dat es

Moni tori ng
Requi renment s

Cont i nuous
Moni toring System
(CMS) Requirenents

Addi ti onal

Moni tori ng

Requi rements for
Cont r ol

Devices in 863.11

No

Yes

No

No

Subpart
RN
requires

t he
performanc
e test to
be
perf or med
on the
conpl i ance
dat e.

Subpart
NN
requires a
Site-
specific
noni tori ng
plan in
lieu of a
promul gat e
d
perf or manc
e

speci ficat
ion for a
mer cury
concentr at
i on CMS.

Subpart
I[1111 does
not
require
flares.



§63. 8(c) (
5)

§63. 8(f) (
6)

§63.8(Q)

§63.9(a) -
(e), (9)-
(1)

§63. 9(f)
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COVMS M ni mum No
Pr ocedur es

Alternative to No
Rel ative Accuracy

Test

Dat a Reducti on No
Noti fication Yes

Requi rement s

Noti ficati on of No
VE/ Opacity
Test

Subpart
1111 does
not have
opacity
and

vi si bl e

em ssi on
st andar ds.

Subpart
[1111 does
not
require
CEMS.

Subpart
RN
specifies
mer cury
concentr at
ion CMS
dat a
reducti on
requirenen
ts.

Subpart
1111 does
not have
opacity
and

vi si bl e

em ssi on
st andar ds.



863. 10( a)
; (b)(1);
(b) (2) (i
)-(xii),
(xiv);
(b)(3);
(c);
(d)(1)-
(2), (4)-
(5); (e);
(f)

§63. 10( b)
(2)
(xiii)

§63. 10( d)
(3)

§63. 11

§63. 12
§63. 13
§63. 14

§63. 15
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Recor dkeepi ng/ Repo

rting

CMS Records for
RATA Alternative

Reporting Opacity
or VE
Observati ons

Fl ar es

Del egati on
Addr esses

| ncorporation by
Ref er ence

Avail ability of
| nf or mati on

Yes

No

No

No

Yes
Yes

Yes

Yes

Subpart
[1111 does
not
require
CEMS.

Subpart
1111 does
not have
opacity
and

vi si bl e

em ssi on
st andar ds.

Subpart
I[1111 does
not
require
flares.



